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Site Nane and Location

Renora, Inc.
Edi son Townshi p, M ddl esex County, New Jersey

Statenent of Basis and Purpose

This Record of Decision (ROD) Anendnment docunments the U S. Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA's)
selection of a nodified remedy for the Renora, Inc. site. The first ROD, which was issued on Septenber 29,
1987, is being anmended for that conponent of the remedy addressing soils contamnated with polycyclic

aromati c hydrocarbons (PAHs). This nodified remedy was selected in accordance with the requirenents of the
Conpr ehensi ve Environmental Response, Conpensation and Liability Act of 1980, as anended (CERCLA), 42 U S. C
89601 et seq., and to the extent practicable, the National G| and Hazardous Substances Pol | ution

Contingency Plan (NCP), 40 CFR Part 300. This docurment explains the factual and |egal basis for anending the
remedy for the Renora site. An adnministrative record for the site, established pursuant to the NCP, 40 CFR
300. 800, contains the docunents that formthe basis for EPA's selection of the renedial action (see

Appendi x I11).

The State of New Jersey can not concur with the selected renedy unless institutional controls are
est abl i shed.

Assessnent of the Site

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthis site, if not addressed by inplenenting the
response action selected in this ROD Arendnent, nmay present an i mmnent and substantial threat to public
health, welfare or the environment.

Description of the Sel ected Remedy

The initial ROD for the Renora site included the excavation and off-site disposal of soils contam nated with
pol ychl ori nat ed bi phenyls (PCBs) and bi odegradati on of PAH contami nated soils. The first phase of the renedy,
invol ving the PCB-contami nated soils, has been conpleted. Treatability studi es conducted

subsequent to the ROD indicated that biodegradation will not effectively reduce PAHs to acceptable |evels.
Therefore, the renmedy will be nodified to include the renoval of surface soils contam nated wi th PAHs.

The naj or conponents of the nodified remedy are as foll ows:

1 Excavation and off-site disposal of the top two feet of contam nated surface soils and
any debris at an EPA approved | andfill; and

1 Backfill of the site with certified clean fill.



Decl aration of Statutory Determ nations

The sel ected renedy neets the requirenents for renedial actions set forth in CERCLA 8121, 42 U S. C. 89621

(1) it is protective of human health and the environment; (2) it attains a |level or standard of control of
t he hazardous substances, pollutants and contam nants, which at |least attains the legally applicable or

rel evant and appropriate requi rements under federal and state laws; (3) it is cost-effective; and (4) it
utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatnment (or resource recovery) technol ogies to the maxi num
extent practicable. However, because treatnent of hazardous substances, pollutants or contam nants at the
site was not found to be practicable, the remedy does not satisfy the statutory preference for treatnent as a
principal element.

A five-year review of the renedial action pursuant to CERCLA 8121(c), 42 U.S.C 89621(c), may not be
necessary because this remedy will not result in hazardous substances remnai ning on the site above
heal t h- based | evel s.

WIlliamJ. Miszynski P.E Dat e
Deputy Regi onal Adm ni strator
U S EPA Region Il
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DECI SI ON SUMVARY FOR THE RECORD COF DECI SI ON AMENDIVENT

RENCRA, | NC.
S| TE DESCRI PTI ON

Locati on

The Renora, Inc. (Renora) site is located at 83 Main Street in the Bonhantown section of Edi son Townshi p,

M ddl esex County, New Jersey (see Figure 1). The site occupies approxi mately one acre of the total property
owned by Cementi Brothers Inc., and is enclosed by a perinmeter chain link fence with | ocking gates. The
Clementi property is bordered to the north by M1l Brook, to the south by the New Jersey Turnpi ke (Turnpike)
right-of-way, to the east by South Main Street, and to the west by a Conrail right-of-way. Figure 2 shows
the site and surrounding | and use.

The site is currently zoned for light industrial use. Land use in the vicinity of the site is primarily
residential and light industrial. The Cenenti property adjacent to the site is occupied by an autonobil e
repair and body shop, welding, machinery and el ectric supply shops, a rag cl eaning operation, an excavation
and construction conpany, and a delicatessen. The portion of Cenenti's property |ocated between the site
and the Turnpike right-of-way is used for storage of mniscellaneous material including gravel, wood, sand, and
abandoned vehi cl es.

Residential uses in the vicinity of the site include an apartnent conplex |ocated south of the Turnpike
approxi nately 200 feet fromthe site, and the Edi son d en Condoni ni um Conpl ex, which is located directly
across MII Brook. The Edison d en Condoni ni um Conpl ex contains 315 housing units. Sensitive land uses in
the vicinity of the site include a senior citizen center, |ocated approximately 1,700 feet south, and a
nursery school, located within 2,000 feet of the site

Topogr aphy and Hydr ogeol ogy

The topography of the site, which was built up fromthe floodplain with demolition debris and fill, is
relatively flat. Surface elevations range fromapproxinately 62.5 feet above nean sea level (nsl) in the
western corner of the site to approxinately 66 feet above nsl al ong the southeastern perineter. The

nort hwestern edge of the site slopes steeply down nine to twelve feet to MII Brook. The direction of runoff
drai nage across the site is toward MI| Brook

The site is underlain by a surficial fill layer consisting of construction debris in a sandy silty matrix
with traces of clay, ranging in thickness fromtwo to eleven feet. The fill layer is underlain by a |ayer of
naturally deposited sedinents of fine-grained sandy or clayey silt, with occasional |ayers of clay, ranging
in thickness fromthree to ten feet. The fine grained sedinents are underlain by a layer of weathered
bedrock, which is conposed of clay, silt and fine sand. Figure 3 shows a generalized geol ogi c cross section
of the site.

There are two water bearing zones or aquifers underlying the site; the overburden, or shallow aquifer and the
deep, or bedrock aquifer. The clay and fine-grained naterials of the deep bedrock aquifer are not favorable
for ground water flow and will typically exhibit a | ower hydraulic conductivity than the coarser grained
overburden materials. The |lower hydraulic conductivity, conbined with the thickness of the weathered
bedrock, limts the downward flow of ground water fromthe overburden to the deep bedrock aquifer; thus
confining ground water flow to the horizontal direction in the shallow aquifer

Water |evel measurenments were taken in nonitoring wells located on the site and in piezoneters |ocated in

M 11 Brook and on opposite banks of MII Brook. Measurenents indicated that ground water levels in the
shal | ow zone were higher on the Edison Gen side of MII| Brook than those on the Renora side. |In addition
the brook's surface is lower in elevation than the water table on both sides. This indicates that the ground
wat er from beneath Edi son A en and the site noves towards and di scharges to MII Brook. Gound water from
beneath the site does not appear to flow under the brook to Edison den

SI TE H STORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTI VI TI ES



M. denenti acquired the property fromthe New Jersey Turnpi ke Authority in Novenber 1976. Renora
operations began in 1978 when Cenenti |eased a portion of his property to Ronal d Kaschner, who had

regi stered Renora with the New Jersey Departnent of Environmental Protection (NJDEP) as a collector and

haul er of waste oils in Cctober 1977. During the period of its operation (1978-1982), Renora transported and
accepted material s containing hazardous substances for transfer, storage, and bl ending. Contam nation of the
facility occurred as a result of transfer spills and container |eaks from accunul ated wastes.

During a July 12, 1978 site inspection conducted by NJDEP and the Edi son Townshi p Departnent of Health and
Human Resources, several mnor spills were observed. In addition, the NJDEP and Edi son Townshi p determ ned
that the facility was operating as a special waste transfer facility wi thout proper registration. At that
tinme, NJDEP advised M. Kaschner to register as a Special Waste Transfer Facility.

On March 28, 1980, NIDEP issued a Notice of Prosecution ordering M. Kaschner to cease operations and

remedi ate the site. NIDEP conducted an inspection on June 24, 1980 to assess conpliance with the Notice of
Prosecution. The inspection reveal ed that although operations had ceased, no remedi al actions had taken

pl ace. Consequently, in July 1980, NIDEP served M. Kaschner with an official notice directing himto clean
up the site. Site inspections conducted throughout the renai nder of July and August 1980 indicated that
there had been no substantial inprovenent in site conditions.

I'n August 1980, M. Raschner and NJDEP entered into an Order and Settl enment Agreenent for site cleanup with a
schedul ed conpletion date of Cctober 1980. |In Novenber 1980, NJDEP revoked M. Kaschner's registration to
coll ect and haul waste, effectively putting himout of business. daimng |ack of funds, M. Kaschner
abandoned cl eanup activities in Decenber 1980. He abandoned the site in June 1982 and EPA included it on the
National Priorities List on Decenber 20, 1982.

In August 1984, EPA, in consultation with NJDEP, determi ned that site conditions presented an i nm nent danger
to human health and the environment and that a renoval action was necessary. On Septenber 28, 1984, EPA

i ssued an Adm nistrative Order, under Section 106 of CERCLA, to all known potentially responsible parties
(PRPs) for the performance of this action. The order directed the PRPs to renmove all containers, contents,
and visibly contam nated soil fromthe site. A renoval action was initiated in Cctober 1984, and was

conpl eted on April 17, 1985. Approximately 1,000 druns, 25 tankers, truck trailers and their contents, and
200 tons of visibly contam nated soils were shipped off site for proper disposal. Al renmoval activities
wer e conduct ed under EPA oversight.

On Septenber 17, 1984, EPA sent Notice Letters to all PRPs giving themthe opportunity to conduct or finance
the Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study (RI/FS). On May 29, 1985, an Administrative Consent Order
(EPA Docket Nunber: |I-CERCLA-50112) was signed between the EPA and a group of the PRPs performng the
RI/FS. This study was conducted out between May 1985 and the summer of 1987. Al work was carried out under
EPA oversight. In support of the RI/FS, Canp Dresser & McKee (CDM conducted an Endanger ment Assessment,
under contract to EPA, to assess the risk posed to human health and the environnent.

The first Record of Decision (ROD) for the site was signed on Septenber 28, 1987. The sel ected renedy
included the follow ng conponents: excavation and off-site disposal of all Polychlorinated Bi phenyl (PCB)
contam nated soils with concentrations above 5 mlligrans per kilogram (ng/kg); biodegradation of all

Pol ycyclic Aromatic Hyrdrocarbon (PAH) contam nated soils with concentrati ons above 10 ny/ kg, using ground
water as an irrigation mediumin the bioremediation treatnent system and backfilling and revegetation of the
site. A group of the PRPs entered into a Consent Decree with EPA and NJDEP on March 21, 1989 for the conduct
of the design and inplenentation of the renedy selected in the ROD. The PCB soil excavation and site
restoration phase of the selected renedy was conpleted by the PRPs in January 1989. The site fencing was
replaced to prevent public access to the site. Details regarding the PCB-contam nated soil renoval are
docunented in the Sanpling and Analysis Results for the PCB Excavation and Of-Site Landfilling Phase of the
Site Renedi ati on Report (BCM Engi neers Inc., August 1989).

To achi eve the biorenediation of the PAH contaninated soils, a group of the PRPs conducted treatability
studi es between 1989 and 1990. Results of the studies indicated that although the mcrobial activity in the
soil was wi thin expected requirenents for biodegradation, no reduction in PAH concentrati on was observed.
The inability of the microbial population to degrade the contam nants present in the soils was determned to



be due to: 1) the high clay content of the soil, which tends to bind to the PAHs, naki ng them unavail abl e
for mcrobial degradation; 2) the presence of non-contanination related organi c carbon, which served as a
preferential carbon source for the mcroorganisnms; and 3) the conplexity of the PAH structure, which nade it
difficult to biodegrade these contaminants. In addition, the petrol eum hydrocarbons present are

predoni nantly conposed of high boiling point hydrocarbons, which are not easily degradable. The studies
concl uded that biorenediation is not a viable treatment method for the PAH contani nated soils.

EPA, in consultation with NJDEP, determined that it would be necessary to redefine the nature and extent of
site contam nation and reassess renedial alternatives for the site. An order Mdifying the Consent Decree
for a group of the PRPs' perfornmance of a Phase Il Feasibility Study (FS) was entered and becane effective on
March 18, 1991.

As part of the Phase Il FS, additional treatability studies for stabilization/solidification and asphalt
bl endi ng were performed. The studies concluded that stabilization/solidification technol ogies would not be
effective in treating the PAH contam nated soil.

The Phase Il FS also included additional field investigations to deternmine the extent of contam nation
remaining at the site. The results of these investigations are presented under the "Summary of Site
Characteristics", bel ow

H GHLI GHTS OF COWUNI TY PARTI Cl PATI ON

The Phase Il FS report and the Proposed Plan for this ROD Anendment were released to the public for comrent
on July 20, 1994. These documents were nade available to the public in the adm nistrative record file at
information repositories in the Edison Township Public Library and EPA's Region Il office in New

York Cty. The notice for these docunents was published in the News Tribune on July 20, 1994. A public
comrent period was held fromJuly 20, 1994 to August 18, 1994. In addition, a public neeting was held on
August 9, 1994 to present the Proposed Plan for the site. At this neeting, representatives from EPA answered
questions regarding remedial alternatives under consideration. Al comrents which were received by EPA during
the public comment period, including the verbal conmments expressed at the public neeting, are addressed in

t he Responsi veness Summary, which is attached as Appendix |V.

SCCPE AND ROLE OF RESPONSE W TH N SI TE STRATEGY

This is an anendnent to the first ROD, which selected renoval of PCB-contaninated soils and biorenediation of
PAH contam nated soils as the renedy for the site. As previously described under the "Site H story and
Enforcenent Activities", actions to reduce site risks, including renoval of waste vessels and

PCB- cont ami nat ed soils, have been conpleted. EPA expected that bioremedi ati on woul d be successful in
addressing the residual soil contami nation. However, treatability studies indicated that this treatment

nmet hod was not viable for the PAH contam nated soils.

The primary objective of the ROD Arendnment is to address the residual soil contamnation at the site.
Consequently, a new and final renmedy to address the PAH contam nated soils is being selected.

SUMVARY CF SI TE CHARACTERI STI CS

Additional field investigations were conducted by the PRPs as part of the Phase Il FS. The purpose of the
field investigations was to:

. Define the present nature and extent of contanmination at the site.
. Exam ne possi bl e sources of oil seeps observed in MI| Brook.
. Determ ne existing ground water quality and ground water usage in the vicinity of the site.

. Determ ne the potential inmpact of site contam nation on MII Brook surface water and sedinments.



To attain these objectives, the follow ng activities were undertaken:

. Surface and subsurface soil sanpling
. G ound Water Sanpling

. Surface water and sedi ment sanpling
. Test pit excavation

. Vel | survey

See Figure 4 for all sanpling locations. The results of the field investigation are summarized as fol | ows.
Wl | Survey Results

A well search identified the existence of eleven potential drinking water supply wells located in the
vicinity of the site. O the eleven wells identified, four wells are active, four wells are | ocated outside
Edi son Township and the status of three wells is unknown. O the four active wells, two are | ocated
upgradient fromthe site and two are |located nore than one nmle away fromthe site. 1In addition, all four
active wells are screened in the deep aquifer (greater than 100 feet) and are not expected to be inpacted by
site contamnation. Figure 5 depicts the location of ten of the eleven potential drinking water wells.

Edi son Townshi p residents depend on public water for their potable water supply. Edison Township purchases
its public water supply from Elizabet ht onn Water Conmpany and M ddl esex Water Conpany. Both conpanies rely on
surface water as their primary source for drinking water. The M ddl esex Water Conpany al so maintains three
deep wells, located four to five mles north of the site, that are used only in summertine drought

condi tions.

G ound Water Investigation

G ound water sanples were collected fromthe three on-site nmonitoring wells and one off-site nonitoring well.
Anal ysis was performed on both filtered and unfiltered ground water sanples.

As shown in Table 1, analytical results indicate that volatile organic conpounds (VOCs) and semi-vol atile
organi ¢ conmpounds (sem -VOCs) were detected at low levels in both on- and off-site nonitoring wells.

Metal s detected in on-site, unfiltered ground water sanples included arsenic, chromum |lead and zinc; |ead
(0.013 ppm) was the only nmetal detected at concentrations exceedi ng federal Maxi mum Contam nant Levels (MCLs)
and state Ground Water Quality Standards (GNX). Metals detected in the on-site, filtered ground water

sanpl es included arsenic, chronmium |ead and zinc; however, no nmetals were detected above MCLs or GANES.
Arsenic was the only netal in off-site filtered and unfiltered ground water sanples detected above MCLs and
GAMXS (0.082 and 0.093 ppm respectively).

Surface and Subsurface Soil |nvestigation

Surface (0-2 feet) and subsurface (greater than 2 feet) soil sanples were collected during the installation
of monitoring wells and soil borings, and during the excavation of one test pit. A total of 29 soil sanples
were collected. One sanple fromeach soil boring was anal yzed for Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
(RCRA) characteristics of toxicity, ignitability, corrosivity, and reactivity. In addition, six seep borings
were placed al ong the adjacent fence |ine and advanced to the groundwater surface to investigate a potential
source of oil seepage into MII| Brook.

As shown in Table 2, the analytical results indicate that PAHs are present at variable |evels throughout the
site. The highest levels of PAHs are found in the surface soils, in which the nmaxi mum concentrati on of total
PAHs detected was 180 ppm PAHs detected in the surface soils include benzo(a)pyrene, benzo(b)fl uoranthene,
benzo(a) ant hracene, chrysene and fluoranthene. PAHs are found in the subsurface soils, but at considerably

| oner |evels.

VQOCs i ncl udi ng benzene, toluene and xyl ene were detected at low levels in the surface and subsurface soils.
Metal s including arsenic and | ead were detected at low |l evels in the surface soils, at maxi mum concentrations



of 10 ppm and 210 ppm respectively. The naxi num concentrations of arsenic and | ead detected in the
subsurface soils (8-10 feet), were 721 ppmand 338 ppm respectively.

Al anal yses for RCRA Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP) were negative, with the exception of
the lead level in one boring. The concentration of lead in the | eachate was 10.5 mlligrans per liter
(rmg/1), exceeding the 5 ng/l limt.

Results fromthe six seep borings placed along the fence line adjacent to MII Brook did not indicate the
presence of oil, or constituents of oil. In addition, no sludges or other indicators of hazardous waste or
t oxi ¢ substances were observed.

Surface Water and Sedi nent | nvestiaation

Three surface water sanples were collected fromMII Brook fromlocations upgradient fromthe site, adjacent
to the site, and downgradient fromthe site. As shown in Table 3, the analytical results of the surface

wat er sanples indicate that concentrations of all conpounds detected were below the federal and state water
qual ity standards, with the exception of chrom um (0.0264 ppm, which was detected above both the federal and
state water quality criteria and, al pha-BHC (0.052 ppn), which was detected above state water quality
criteria. Low levels of VOCs, seni-VOCs, netals and pesticides/herbicides were detected. However, there was
no significant difference in concentrations of any of the contaninants detected in the upstream adjacent and
downst r eam sanpl es.

Three sedi ment sanples were collected fromMII| Brook at the sane |ocations as the surface water sanples. As
shown in Table 4, the analytical results of the sedinent sanples indicate that concentrations of PAHs were
significantly greater in sedinments |ocated adjacent to, and downstreamfromthe site; upstream 731 ppb

adj acent 9, 693 ppb, downstream 3,955 ppb. Low |levels of metals including arsenic, copper, chromium |ead and
zinc were detected in all three sanples. In addition, several pesticides/herbicides including dieldrin and
gamma and al pha chl ordane were detected at low levels in all three sanpling | ocations. However, with the
exception of the PAHs, there was no significant difference in the concentrations of contam nants detected in
the upstream adjacent and downstream sanpl es

SUMVARY OF SI TE RI SK

EPA conducted a baseline risk assessnent to evaluate potential risks to human health and the environnent
associated with the current state of the site. The risk assessnent addressed contam nants in the ground
water, surface soils, subsurface soils, MIIl Brook surface water and sedi nments

Human Health Ri sk Assessnent

A four-step process is utilized for assessing site-related human health risks: Hazard ldentification
--identifies the contam nants of concern at the site based on several factors such as toxicity, frequency of
occurrence, and concentration. Exposure Assessnent- -estinmates the nmagnitude of actual and/or potentia
human exposures, the frequency and duration of these exposures, and the pathways (e.g., ingesting

contam nated wel |l -water) by which humans are potentially exposed. Toxicity Assessnent— determ nes the types
of adverse health effects associated with chem cal exposures, and the rel ationship between nagnitude of
exposure (dose) and severity of adverse effects (response). Ri sk Characterization--sunmmarizes and conbi nes
outputs of the exposure and toxicity assessnents to provide a quantitative assessnent of site-related risks.

The baseline risk assessnent began with the selection of contam nants of concern that would be representative
of site risks. Due to the limted nunber of sanples collected as part of the Phase Il FS, the baseline R sk
Assessnent conservatively considers all contam nants detected at the site as potential contam nants of
concern (COCs). No contaminants were elimnated as COCs based on frequency of detection or concentration. O
the chem cals detected, only carbon disulfide and carbazole were elinmnated due to their relative |ack of
toxicity. Tables 5 and 5A list all COCs (by media) and their frequency of detection at the site

respectively.

EPA' s R sk Assessnent identified the follow ng eight potential exposure pathways by which the public could be



exposed to contam nant releases at the site under current and future |and-use conditions: 1) ingestion of

chemcals in filtered and unfiltered ground water; 2) ingestion of chemicals in surface soil; 3) dernal
contact with chemicals in surface soil; 4) ingestion of chemcals in subsurface soil; 5) dernmal contact with
chem cals in subsurface soil; 6) ingestion of chemcals in MI| Brook sedinents; 7) dermal contact with

chemicals in MII Brook sediments; and 8) dermal contact with chemicals in MI| Brook surface water. The
exposure pathways considered are listed in Table 6.

For the purposes of this human health eval uati on, potentially exposed popul ations include adjacent residents,
trespassers and excavation workers. As the site is presently inactive and surrounded by a chain-link fence,
the only receptors considered under the current |and-use scenario were youth trespassers. Under the future

| and-use scenario, four potential receptors including youth trespassers, adult and child adjacent residents,
and excavation workers were identified. As the site is currently zoned for light industrial use, an on-site
residential scenario was not addressed in the risk assessment. Rather, a future adjacent resident |and-use

scenari o was considered due to the site's proximty to residential devel opment and the |ikelihood of

conti nued residential use of adjacent areas.

The reasonabl e maxi mum exposure to COCs was evaluated in all cases. In addition, the central tendency
exposure was eval uated for ground water and subsurface soils exposure pathways

Under current EPA guidelines, the risk assessnment considers the |ikelihood of carcinogenic (cancer causing)
and non-carcinogenic effects due to exposure to COCs separately. It was assumed that the toxic effects of the
site-related chem cals woul d be additive. Thus, carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risk associ ated exposures
to individual COCs were sumred to indicate potential risks associated with m xtures of potential carcinogens
and non-carci nogens, respectively.

Potenti al carcinogenic risks were eval uated using cancer slope factors (SFs) devel oped by EPA' s Carci nogenic
Ri sk Assessnment associated with exposure to potentially carcinogenic chemicals. Table 6A lists the toxicity
values for all COCs at the site. SFs are multiplied by the estinmated i ntake of a potential carcinogen to
generate an upper-bound estimate of the excess lifetime cancer risk associated with exposure to the conpound
at that intake level. The term "upper bound" reflects the conservative estimate of the risks cal culated from
the SF. Use of this approach makes the underestimation of the risk highly unlikely.

Car ci nogeni ¢ Ri sk

For known or suspected carci nogens, EPA considers excess upper bound individual lifetinme cancer risks of
between 10-4 to 10-0 to be acceptable. This level indicates that an individual may have approximately one in
ten thousand to one in a mllion chance of devel opi ng cancer over a 70-year lifetine, under specific

exposure conditions at the site. A summary of the carcinogenic risk posed by each nedia at the site is
presented bel ow A summary of the carcinogenic risks associated with the exposure to COCs in all nediais
found in Table 7.

Subsurface Soil, Surface Water and Sedi nents

As shown in Table 7, the results of the baseline risk assessnent indicate that under current and future
| and-use conditions, all pathways of exposure to subsurface soil, surface water and sedinments are within, or
bel ow EPA' s acceptabl e risk range

Sur face Soi

Under future |and-use conditions, the risk characterization reveal ed that the cancer risk associated with
exposure to surface soil by an adjacent resident is 8 x 10-5 (eight in one hundred thousand). This risk is
at the higher end of EPA's acceptable risk range. |If the site were devel oped for residential use, the
resulting risk due to exposure to surface soils would increase to approxinmately 2.2 x 10-4, which is also at
t he upper bounds of EPA' s acceptable risk range

G ound Water



Under future |and-use conditions, the risk characterization reveal ed that the cancer risk associated with
ingestion of shallow, on-site unfiltered ground water by a resident is 1 x 10-3, which exceeds EPA's
acceptable risk range. This risk is solely due to elevated | evels of arsenic present in the shall ow,
unfiltered ground water sanples. During devel opment of the nmonitoring wells, the shallow aquifer exhibited
poor productivity. As a result, the unfiltered ground water sanples were highly turbid and contained a high
percentage of solids. This may suggest that the |levels of arsenic detected in the unfiltered sanples do not
represent the condition of the ground water which would likely be ingested by an individual. Based on
filtered ground water sanpling results, the carcinogenic risk to a resident would be 3 x 10-4, which,

al though at the upper bounds, is within EPA's acceptable risk range.

Al t hough EPA conservatively evaluated the risk fromexposure to site ground water, it is not a likely future
exposure pathway. As expl ai ned above, due to the |ow perneability of the bedrock aquifer, which prevents
downward migration of the contam nants, it is expected that only the shall ow agui fer has been inpacted. In

addi tion, the shallow site ground water discharges to MI| Brook. As all potable wells within a mle of the
site are over 100 feet deep and are cased in the deep aguifer, it is inprobable that a potable well would be
installed in the shallow aquifer on the site. 1In addition, the poor productivity of the shallow aquifer

would result in lowyielding wells that could not provide sufficient potable water supply. Furthernore, nost
Edi son Townshi p residents depend on public water for their potable water supply. Based on these site

condi tions, EPA has concluded that future exposure to contam nated ground water underlying the site is highly
unli kel y.

Non- Car ci nogeni ¢ Ri sk

Non- car ci nogeni ¢ ri sks were assessed using a hazard index (H) approach, which is based on a conparison of
expected contami nant intakes and safe levels of intake. Reference Doses (RfDs), estimates of daily exposure
level s for humans expected to be safe over a lifetinme (including sensitive individuals), were devel oped by
EPA for indicating the potential for adverse health effects (see Table 6A). Estimated intakes of chemcals
fromenvironnental nedia (e.g., the anount of a chem cal ingested from contani nated drinking water) are
conpared with the RfDs to derive the hazard quotient for the contaminant in the particular nedium The H is
obt ai ned by adding the hazard quotients for all compounds across all nedia that inpact a particul ar receptor
popul ati on.

An H greater than 1.0 indicates that the potential exists for non-carcinogenic health effects to occur as a
result of site-related exposures. The H provides a useful reference point for gauging the potential
significance of nultiple contam nant exposures within a single nmediumor across nedia. A summary of the

non- car ci nogeni ¢ risks associated with exposure to COCs in all nedia at the site is found in Table 8.

Surface Soils, Surface Water and Sedi ments

As shown in Table 8, all exposure pathways involving ingestion of, or dermal contact with surface soils,
sedinents and surface water yield hazard indices less than 1.0. This indicates that adverse non-carci nogenic
effects are not likely to occur through these exposure pathways.

G ound Wt er

Under future |and-use conditions, the non-carcinogenic risk due to exposure to unfiltered ground water at the
site yielded an H of 5. This risk is largely due to the presence of arsenic in the site ground water. As
previ ously di scussed, EPA believes that due to the turbidity and hi gh percentage of solids in the unfiltered
ground water, the levels of arsenic detected nay not represent the actual condition of the ground water which

woul d likely be ingested by an individual. Site conditions would likely require that the ground water be
filtered prior to consunption, and as exposure to filtered ground water yields an H of 1.0, adverse
non- car ci nogeni ¢ effects are not expected to occur. |In addition, as previously illustrated, exposure to site

ground water is unlikely to occur
Subsurface Soils

Under future |and-use conditions, the non-carcinogenic risk due to exposure to subsurface soils by a future



excavation worker yielded an H of 10, which is prinarily due to the presence of arsenic.

As the H for exposure to subsurface soils is greater than 1.0, there may be a concern for potential chronic
health effects. However, because the risk is solely due to arsenic, the factors utilized to calculate the
potential risk nust be considered. For exanple, the non-carcinogenic risk due to exposure to subsurface
soils is based upon the reasonabl e maxi mum exposure. This results in the nmost conservative exposure case and
may overestimate the risk

As previously stated, the central tendency, or average risk, should be considered in the risk managenent
decision. Central tendency paraneters considered for the Renora site include the follow ng: use of the
average concentration of arsenic (71 ppm) rather than the maxi num concentration (721 ppm, which occurs in
only one sanple; and an ingestion rate of 100 ng/day rather than 480 ng/day, which accounts for excavation
bei ng performed using heavy equipnent, thus limting direct contact with the subsurface soil. The use of the
central tendency values in the exposure scenario results in a decrease of the H to 0.2, which indicates that
adver se non-carcinogenic effects are not likely to occur.

The cal cul ated risk al so depends a great deal on a chemical's toxicity factor. The H of 10 for arsenic is
generated by conparing the chronic daily intake (CDI) to arsenic's RFD (which is a nmeasure of arsenic's
threshol d for causing chronic adverse health effects). Because the RFDis based on chronic health effects,
it is designed to be used for exposures greater than seven years in duration. The exposure duration for the
excavation worker (65 days) is considered to be a sub-chronic RfiDs for a nunmber of conpounds for use in
calculating the risk of short-termexposure. However, EPA has not derived a sub-chronic RfD for arsenic,

whi ch woul d be the appropriate toxicity factor to use in the excavation scenario. Consequently, applying a
chronic RFD, which is typically an order of magnitude greater than the sub-chronic Rfd, to a sub-chronic
exposure scenario may result in an over-estinmation of the potential risk; hence, if a sub-chronic RfD was
avail able for arsenic, it could potentially reduce the H up to one order of nagnitude

Based on EPA' s eval uation of the reasonabl e maxi mum exposure and the central tendency risk, EPA does not
bel i eve that exposure to subsurface soils is likely to cause adverse non-carcinogenic health effects. This
belief is further supported by the use of a conservative toxicity factor for arsenic. In addition, the

el evated arsenic concentrations are located eight to ten feet bel ow the surface, whereas the depth to the
water table at the site ranges fromfive to fifteen feet. Future excavation activities would nost |ikely be
confined to areas above the water table, where the highest concentrati ons of arsenic would not be
encount er ed.

Ecol ogi cal R sk Assessment

A four-step process is utilized for assessing site-related ecol ogical risks for a reasonabl e maxi mum exposure
scenario: Problem Fornulation - a qualitative evaluation of contam nant rel ease, mgration, and fate;
identification of contaminants of concern, receptors, exposure pathways, and known ecol ogi cal effects of the
contam nants; and sel ection of endpoints for further study. Exposure Assessnent--a quantitative eval uation
of contam nant release, nmigration, and fate; characterizati on of exposure pathways and receptors; and
neasurenent or estination of exposure point concentrations. Ecological Effects Assessnent—literature
reviews, field studies, and toxicity tests, linking contam nant concentrations to effects on ecol ogi ca
receptors. R sk Characterization--neasurement or estination of current and future adverse effects.

As shown in Table 9, the contam nants of concern identified in the environnmental risk assessnent include
tetrachl oroet hane; PAHs; dieldrin; heptachlor; arsenic; chromium and | ead. The ecol ogi cal risk assessnent
quantitatively eval uated the exposure pathways through whi ch ecol ogi cal receptors could be exposed to the
contam nants of concern. The nost probabl e exposure pathways for species inhabiting the site include
ingestion of contam nated biota in the food chain and contact with or ingestion of contam nants present in
surface water and sedinents. Surface soils, which are primarily contanmi nated with PAHs, also present a
potential exposure medium Receptor species, such as snall mamual s inhabiting the site, could be directly
exposed to PAHs in site surface soils through burrowi ng and groom ng activities. However, due PAHs' tendency
to beconme strongly associated with organic matter in the soil, it is unlikely that exposure to these

contami nants through food chain transfer or volatilization would occur



Potential risks to ecological receptors fromcontam nants present in surface water and sedi ments were
assessed by calculating the ratio of the medi umspecific average and maxi num contam nant concentrations to
the criteria. Criteria utilized for surface water and sedi nent risk calculations are the Federal Anbient
Water Quality Criteria (FAWX) and National Cceanic and At nospheric Admi nistration (NQAA) val ues,

respectively. |If the resulting ratio or risk index is greater than 1.0, the biota may be at risk of an
adverse effect fromthat contamnant. A total risk index was calculated for surface water and sedi nents by
sunmmi ng chenical -specific risk indices. It follows that a total risk index greater than 1.0 indicates that

exposure to all contam nants of ecol ogical concern within that nedi umnmay pose a risk to organi sns.

As shown in Table 10, the results of the ecol ogical risk assessnent indicate that the average and naxi mum
total acute risk indices for surface water are 2.0 and 2.3, respectively. This risk is driven by chronium
which is the only contanminant with a risk index greater than 1.0. These results do not take into account
that the FAWQX used in the conparison were devel oped for hexaval ent chrom um which is considerably nore
toxic than trival ent chrom um

As shown in Table 11, the average and maxi mumtotal risk indices for sedinments are 19 and 33, respectively.
This risk is driven by pesticides. The elevated |evels of these pesticides may have adverse inpacts on
sensitive benthic organisnms inhabiting MII Brook; however, these pesticides are not site-related. In

addi tion, average and maxi num concentrati ons of PAHs and | ead detected are slightly above |levels reported to
adversely inpact sensitive benthic organisns. However, in January 1993, EPA conducted a bi oassessnent of

M1l Brook. The results of this assessnment indicated that although the site was determ ned to have a
noderate inpact on water quality, no adverse effects in the macroinvertebrate community were observed between
upstream and downstream | ocati ons.

Field visits have indicated that the Renora site and adjacent portion of MII Brook provide a habitat for a
variety of species including birds, reptiles and snmall mammals. Due to the shall ow depth of the brook during
low flow periods, it is unlikely that fish would pernmanently inhabit that portion of the brook adjacent to
the Renora site. However, fish nay migrate upstreamand utilize this portion of the streamas a spawni ng
area. According to the Fish and WIldlife Services, no records presently exist for rare species or natura
comunities at the site

Uncertainties

The procedures and inputs used to assess risks in this evaluation, as in all such assessnents, are subject to

a wde variety of uncertainties. In general, the main sources of uncertainty include
. environnental chem stry sanpling and anal ysi s
. envi ronnent al paranet er neasur enment
. fate and transport nodeling
. exposure paraneter estimation
. t oxi col ogi cal dat a.

Uncertainty in environmental sanpling at the site arises in part fromthe limted nunber of sanples collected
during the Phase Il FS field investigation. 1In addition, environnental chem stry-analysis error may stem
fromerrors inherent in the analytical nethods and characteristics of the matrix being sanpled. Thus, the
anount of sanpling data rejected during data qualification nay al so serve to i ncrease uncertainty by reducing
the anmount of data available to characterize the site.

Uncertainties in the exposure assessnment are related to estinates of how often an individual would actual ly
conme in contact with the chemcals of concern, the period of tine over which such exposure would occur, and
in the nodels used to estimate the concentrations of the chem cals of concern at the point of

exposure. For exanple, the ground water ingestion scenario is likely to overestinmate risk because it assunes
that private wells installed on or in the immediate vicinity of the site would generate a sufficient potable



wat er supply and that nmaxi mum concentrations detected in the on-site nonitoring wells would be found in
private wells. 1In addition, the excavati on worker scenario for exposure to subsurface soils may al so
overestimate ri sk because it conservatively assunmes 65 days of exposure to the nmaxi num detected concentration
of arsenic, which is found in only one location, and ingestion of 480 ng/day of soil at this location. These
conservative assunptions may result in an overestimation of site risk

Uncertainties in toxicol ogical data occur in extrapolating both fromanimals to humans and fromhigh to | ow
doses of exposure, as well as fromthe difficulties in assessing the toxicity of a mxture of chem cals.
These uncertainties are addressed by neki ng conservative assunptions concerning risk and exposure paraneters
t hroughout the assessnent. As a result, the R sk Assessnent provi des upper-bound estimates of the risks to
popul ations near the site, and is highly unlikely to underestinate actual risks related to the site.

More specific informati on concerning public health risks, including a quantitative eval uati on of the degree
of risk associated with various exposure pathways, is presented in the R sk Assessnent report.

Rl SK ASSESSMENT SUMVARY

The risks associated with all nedia sanpled at the site were quantitatively assessed for human health and the
ecol ogi cal environment. Results for the human health risk assessment indicated that MIIl Brook surface water
and sedi ments do not pose an unacceptabl e risk of carcinogenic or non-carcinogenic health effects and
therefore, do not require remediation. |In addition, because ground water use at the site was determined to
be highly unlikely, it was elimnated as a pathway of exposure and does not require renediation. The
subsurface soils do not pose a risk of carcinogenic or non-carcinogenic health effects above EPA' s acceptabl e
risk levels and do not require renediation

The carcinogenic risk posed by potential exposure to the surface soils at the site was determned to be at
the high end of EPA's acceptable risk range. Due to the site's proximty to residential devel opnent and the
likelihood that it will be devel oped for use in the future, exposure to contam nated surface soil at the site
woul d pose a potential health threat to human health. Therefore, the surface soils at the site are

consi dered the only pathway of concern and will require remediation

The ecol ogi cal risk assessment determined that the | evels of contam nants detected in the surface water and
sedi nents may adversely inpact sensitive benthic organisns. Therefore, remediation of the surface soils wll
al so benefit the environnent by limting surface runoff of contamnants to MI| Brook

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthis site, if not addressed by inplenenting the
response action selected in the anended ROD, nay present an imminent and substantial endangernent to the
public health, welfare, or the environment.

REMEDI AL ACTI ON OBJECTI VE

Remedi al action objectives are specific goals to protect human health and the environnent; they specify the
contam nant (s) of concern, the exposure route(s), receptor(s), and acceptabl e contam nant |evel (s) for each
exposure route. These objectives are based on available infornation and standards such as Applicable or
Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenents (ARARs) and risk-based | evels established in the risk assessment.
The followi ng remedi al action objectives were established for the RCD Anendnent:
. To prevent direct contact with and ingestion of contam nated surface soils; and
. To prevent runoff of contaminants to MI| Brook
DESCRI PTI ON OF ALTERNATI VES
CERCLA 8121(b)(1), 42 U S.C. 89621(b)(1), nandates that a remedial action nust be protective of hunman health

and the environnent, cost effective, and utilize pernmanent solutions and alternative treatnent technol ogies
or resource recovery technol ogies to the maxi num extent practicable. Section 121(b)(1) also establishes a



preference for renedi al actions which enploy, as a principal elenent, treatnment to pernanently and
significantly reduce the volume, toxicity or nmobility of the hazardous substances, pollutants and

contam nants at a site. CERCLA 8121(d), 42 U S.C. 89621(d), further specifies that a renmedial action nust
attain a level or standard of control of the hazardous substances, pollutants and contam nants, which at
| east attains ARARs under federal and state |aws, unless a waiver can be justified pursuant to CERCLA
8121(d) (4), 42 U S.C 89621(d)(4).

This amended ROD evaluates in detail, four renmedial alternatives for addressing the contam nati on associ at ed
with the Renora site. The tine to inplenent each remedial alternative reflects the tine required to design
and construct or inplenment the renedy, but may not include the time to negotiate with the responsible
parties, or procure contracts for design and construction. The costs presented for each alternative include
capital costs and operation and mai ntenance (O%\) costs over a thirty year period. For conparison purposes,
the estimated present worth was cal cul ated over a thirty year period using a discount rate of 5%to determne
costs in 1994 dollars. In addition, a contingency of 20% of the total capital and O&M costs is included in
the estinmated present worth.

The renedial alternatives are:
Alternative 1. No Further Action

Estimated Capital Cost: $ 2,500

Esti mated O &M Cost : $ 55, 640
Esti mated Present Wrth Cost: $ 69, 768
Esti nated | npl erentati on Peri od: 0 years

The Superfund programrequires that the no-action alternative be considered as a baseline for conparison to
other alternatives.

Under this alternative, EPA would take no further action to prevent exposure to contam nated surface soils at
the site. Capital costs shown above reflect the funds required to properly close the existing nonitoring
well's. Long-termnonitoring, including an annual site inspection, would be conducted to deternine if site
condi tions have deteriorated.

Because this alternative would result in contam nants renaining on the site, CERCLA requires that the site be
reviewed every five years. |If justified by the review, remedial actions may be inplemented to renove or
treat the wastes.

Details of the costs associated with Alternative 1 are shown in Table 12.
Alternative 2: Asphalt Cap/Access Restrictions

Estimated Capital Cost: $189, 230
Esti mated O & M Cost: $198, 850
Esti mated Present Worth Cost: $ 465,672
Estimated I nplementation Period: 1 year

Alternative 2 provides for the placement of an asphalt cap over the site. The conceptual design for the
asphalt cap includes stormwater nanagenent controls, and the construction of an asphalt cap over the entire
site. @&Mincludes annual site inspections, repairs to the perineter fence and cap as necessary,

and two cap resurfacings after fifteen and thirty years. Details of the costs associated with Alternative 2
are shown in Table 13.

Alternative 2 provides for restricted access to the site through the | ong-term mai ntenance of the existing
perineter fence. Because Alternative 2 would result in contam nants remaining on the site, CERCLA requires
that the site be reviewed every five years. |If justified by the review, renedial actions may be inpl ement ed
to remove or treat the wastes.



A summary of the Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenments associated with Alternative 2 is
provided in the "Summary of Conparative Analysis of Alternatives", bel ow

Alternative 3: FM day Cap/Access Restriction

Estimated Capital Cost: $ 456,741

Esti mated O8&M Cost : $ 138, 638

Esti mated Present Worth Cost: $ 714, 455
Esti mated | nplenentation Period: 1 year

Alternative 3 provides for placement of a flexible nenbrane liner (FM.)/clay cap over the entire site. The
conceptual design for the FM./clay cap includes provision of stormwater nmanagement controls, the placenent
of a FM./clay cap over the site, and placenent of two feet of vegetative cover over the site as the final

layer. O&Mincludes annual site inspections, repairs to the perineter fence and cap as necessary, and

mai nt enance of the vegetative cover over thirty years. Details of the costs associated with Alternative 3
are shown in Table 14.

As in Alternative 2, this alternative provides for restricted access to the site through long-term
mai nt enance of the existing perineter fence.

Because Alternative 3 would result in contam nants remaining on the site, CERCLA requires that the site be
reviewed every five years. |If justified by the review, remedial actions nay be inplenented to remnove or
treat the wastes.

A summary of the ARARs associated with Alternative 2 is provided in the "Summary of Conparative Anal ysis of
Al ternatives", bel ow

Alternative 4: Excavation/ O f-Site D sposal

Estimated Capital Cost: $ 2,344,050

Esti mat ed O%M Cost : $0
Esti mated Present worth Cost: $ 2,812,860
Esti mated | npl erentati on Peri od: 1.3 years

Alternative 4 includes excavation and of f-site disposal of the top two feet of contami nated surface soil (the
pat hway of concern) and any debris that may be encountered. The volunme of soil to be excavated is estinated
to be 3,900 cubic yards. Followi ng the excavation, the site would be backfilled with certified clean fill.

No post-excavati on sanpling would be required as the entire pathway of concern would be elimnated. This
alternative does not require |ong-term mai ntenance of the perineter fence; however, the existing perineter
fence would remain in place. As the contam nated surface soils of concern will be renoved and replaced with
certified clean fill, there will be no &M costs associated with this alternative.

Because one surface soil sanple exceeded the TCLP analysis for lead and the soil contains el evated |evels of
seni -VOCs, the soil nmay not be accepted for disposal at a non-hazardous disposal facility. This
determination will be made prior to the off-site disposal of the contaninated surface soils; treatnent wll
be performed as necessary and may increase the cost of this alternative. Concrete debris and scrap netal, if
encountered in the surface soils, nay be transported to a recycling facility for subsequent re-use. Details
of the costs associated with Alternative 4 are shown in Table 15.

A five-year review of the renedial action may not be required because this alternative will not result in
hazar dous substances renmi ning on the site above heal t h-based | evel s.

A summary of the ARARs associated with Alternative 2 is provided in the "Summary of Conparative Analysis of
Al ternatives", bel ow

SUMVARY OF THE COVPARATI VE ANALYSI S OF ALTERNATI VES



In selecting a renedy, EPA considered the factors set out in CERCLA 8121, 42 U.S. C. 89621, by conducting a
detail ed anal ysis of the viable renedial alternatives pursuant to the NCP, 40 CFR §300.430(e)(9) and OSWER
Directive 9355.3-01. The detailed analysis consisted of an assessnent of the individual alternatives against
each of nine evaluation criteria and a conparative analysis focusing upon the relative perfornmance of each
alternative against those criteria

The fol |l owi ng
sel ection:

The foll owi ng

"threshol d" criteria nmust be satisfied by any alternative in order to be eligible for

Overall protection of hunman health and the environnent
addresses whether or not a renedy provi des adequate
protection and describes how risks posed through each
exposure pathway (based on a reasonabl e maxi num exposure
scenario) are elimnated, reduced, or controlled through
treatment, engineering controls, or institutional controls.

Conpl i ance wi th ARARs addresses whether or not a renedy

woul d meet all of the applicable (legally enforceable), or

rel evant and appropriate (requirenents that pertain to

situations sufficiently simlar to those encountered at a
Superfund site such that their use is well suited to the

site) requirenents of federal and state environnental

statutes and requirenents or provide grounds for invoking a waiver.

"primary bal ancing"” criteria are used to nmake conparisons and to identify the major trade-offs

bet ween al ternatives:

3.

The follow ng
Proposed Pl an

8.

Long-term effecti veness and pernmanence refers to the ability
of a renedy to naintain reliable protection of human health
and the environnent over time, once cleanup goal s have been
nmet. It also addresses the nagnitude and effectiveness of
the neasures that may be required to manage the risk posed
by treatnent residuals and/or untreated wastes.

Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volune via treatnent
refers to a renedial technology's expected ability to reduce
the toxicity, mobility or volume of hazardous substances,

pol lutants or contamnants at the site.

Short-term effecti veness addresses the period of tine needed
to achi eve protection and any adverse inpacts on hunan
health and the environnment that nmay be posed during the
construction and inpl ementati on periods until cleanup goals
are achi eved.

I npl ementability refers to the technical and adninistrative
feasibility of a remedy, including the availability of
material s and servi ces needed.

Cost includes estimated capital and operation and
mai nt enance costs, and the present-worth costs.

"rmodi fying" criteria are considered fully after the formal public coment period on the
is conplete:

State acceptance indi cates whether, based on its revi ew of
the Phase Il FS report and the Proposed Plan, the State



supports, opposes, and/or has identified any reservations
with the preferred alternative.

9. Community acceptance refers to the public's general response
to the alternatives described in the Proposed Plan and the
Phase Il FS report. Factors of comunity acceptance to be
di scussed include support, reservation, and opposition by
the comunity.

A conparative analysis of the renedial alternatives based upon the evaluation criteria noted above foll ows.
Threshold Oriteria
Overall Protection of Human Heal th and the Environnment

As Alternative 1, No Further Action, does not include any action to prevent direct contact with contam nated
surface soils or run-off into MII Brook, it is not considered to be protective of human health and the
environnent. Because no renedial activities would be inplenmented under this alternative, the risks posed to
human health and the environnent would be the sane as the risks identified in the baseline risk assessnent.

Under Alternative 2, an asphalt cap would be placed over the site to prevent direct contact with and
ingestion of contam nated surface soils and thus, would be protective of human health and environment. The
asphalt cap also would limt off-site migration of contam nants that may occur through infiltration and storm
water runoff. The perineter fence would restrict unauthorized entry to the site.

As with Alternative 2, Alternative 3, which includes placenent of an FM./clay | ayer over the site, provides
protection of human health and the environment by preventing direct contact with and ingestion of

contami nated surface soils. The FM./clay cap would also limt off-site migration of contami nants and the
perineter fence would restrict unauthorized entry to the site.

Alternative 4 provides a greater degree of protection to human health and the environnent than Alternatives 2
and 3 because it provides for the renoval of the contam nated surface soils and replacenent with clean fill.
By elimnating the pathway of concern, Alternative 4 would address the risks found to be

unacceptable by EPA. In addition, the disposal facility utilized under Alternative 4 would be properly
permtted and operated with adequate environnental protection neasures, naking this alternative the only
permanent remedy for the site.

Conpl i ance with Applicabl e Rel evant and Appropriate Requirements

ARARs are those federal or state environnmental and public health regul ations that apply to renedial
activities at the site. The technol ogi es and net hods proposed for use under the surface soil renedi al
alternatives would be designed and inplemented to satisfy all corresponding ARARs, as described below. All
ARARs associated with renediation of the site are listed in Table 16.

Chemi cal - Speci fi c ARARs

Chemi cal -specific ARARs are health- or environnental |l y-based nunerical values limting the anount of a
contami nant that may be discharged to, or allowed to remain in the environmental nedia. The remnedi al

obj ective of the proposed alternatives is to address contam nated surface soils at the site. Therefore,
federal risk-based soil standards were selected as the chem cal -specific cleanup standards for the site.

Alternative 1 is not expected to attain chem cal-specific ARARs in the surface soils as it does not involve
active renedi ation.

Alternatives 2 and 3, which both involve placenent of a surface cap over the entire site, are subject to the
sane chem cal -specific ARARs. Both alternatives provide a physical barrier that woul d protect human health
and the environnent by preventing direct contact and ingestion of contanminants present in surface soil. As



such, Alternatives 2 and 3 woul d be expected to address the federal chem cal-specific cleanup standards as
long as the integrity of the surface caps is naintained.

Alternative 4 is expected to achieve the federal chemi cal-specific cleanup standards for soil renediation as
all surficial contam nation of concern will be renoved and di sposed of off site.

Acti on- Speci fic ARARs
Action-specific ARARs are either technology or activity based limtations which apply to renedial actions.
Action-specific ARARs are not applicable to Alternative 1 because it does not involve active remediation.

The action-specific ARARs associated with Alternatives 2 and 3 include the following: National Arbient Ar
Quality Standards, 40 CFR 50 for dust and air em ssion control during construction activities; New Jersey Ar
Pol lution Act NJ.A C & 27-1 et seq. for dust and air em ssion control during construction activities;
occupational Safety and Health Act, 29 CFR Parts 1904, 1910 and 1926 to ensure the safety of workers during
construction activities; and RCRA, 40 CFR 264.310(a), which applies only to Alternative 3, to ensure the cap
sati sfies performance standards.

Alternatives 2 and 3 are expected to achieve all ARARs |isted above through air nonitoring during
construction activities at the site, providing workers with proper health and safety training and appropriate
saf ety equi pnent during construction activities and by ensuring that the FM./clay cap satisfies RCRA

per f or mance st andar ds.

In addition to those action-specific ARARs associated with Alternatives 2 and 3 |isted above, the followi ng
ARARs woul d be associated with Alternative 4 and the transport and off-site disposal of hazardous waste:

RCRA, 40 CFR Parts 261, 264 and 270 for the renoval, transport and di sposal of hazardous waste; Departnent of
Transportation, 40 CFR Parts 107 and 171-179 for transport of hazardous waste; New Jersey Solid and Hazardous
Wast e Managenment Regul ations, N J.S.A 13:E-1; New Jersey Solid Waste Managenment Act, N J.A C. 26-6.2; and
New Jersey Interdistrict and Intradistrict Solid Waste Flows, N.J.A C:26- 6.2. The New Jersey regul ations
listed apply to removal and off-site di sposal of hazardous waste.

Alternative 4 is expected to achi eve associ ated ARARs through proper handling and shi pnent of the
contam nated surface soil to an EPA-approved disposal facility.

I'n addition, because one sanple exceeded the TCLP limt for lead, it is possible that RCR A | and di sposal
restriction requirements would be applicable to Alternative 4 and the excavated soil woul d have to neet

treat ment standards before being di sposed of in a hazardous waste landfill. This will be determ ned prior to
the off-site disposal of the excavated soil.

Locati on- Speci fi c ARARs

Location-specific ARARs restrict activities or limt concentrations of contam nants because the siteis in a
special location such as a floodplain, wetland or historical area.

Locati on-specific ARARs are not applicable to Alternative 1 because it does not involve active remedi ation.
The | ocation specific ARARs associated with Alternatives 2, 3 and 4 include the Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act, 16 U S.C. 661 et seq., and Executive Order 11988 (40 CFR 6, Appendix A), Floodplain
Managenent Act, as the site is located in the 500-year floodplain.

Alternatives 2, 3 and are expected to achieve the |ocation-specific ARARs |isted above. Conpliance with the
federal Floodplain Managenent Act will be achieved by ensuring that the selected renedial action at the site

will not affect the natural and beneficial values served by the fl oodplain.

Primary Balancing Oriteria



Long- Term Ef f ecti veness and Per manence

Alternative 1 is not considered to be effective over the long termas it would not renove or contain
contaminants in the surface soils. Therefore, Alternative 1 would not prevent direct contact with, or

ingestion of contam nated surface soils. |In addition, contam nation may continue to mgrate off site through
infiltration and surface water runoff. As required by CERCLA, a five-year reviewis required to eval uate
site conditions. |If justified by the review, renmedial actions may be required to address the contam nated

surface soils

Alternative 2 is expected to elimnate exposure to contaninants of concern over the long term provided that
the asphalt cap is properly maintained. To ensure the long-termreliability of the asphalt cap, it will
requi re periodi c mai ntenance, including patching of cracks and resurfacing. Annual inspections would be
conducted to examine the condition of the cap and determine if repairs are necessary.

The asphalt cap has a |ife expectancy of approximately 15 years, at which tinme resurfacing woul d be required.

The life expectancy of the cap depends upon such factors as usage and weathering. |f warranted, the asphalt
cap would be resurfaced prior to the 15-year |life expectancy. The existing perinmeter fence would be
mai ntained to restrict access to the site. This would limt contact with contam nated surface soil if it is

exposed before the cap can be replaced or repaired.

Because Alternative 2 would result in contam nants remaining on the site, CERCLA requires that the site be
reviewed every five years. |If justified by the review, remedial actions nay be inplenented to remnove or
treat the wastes.

As with Alternative 2, the long-termeffectiveness of Alternative 3 is expected to be effective in

el imnating exposure to contam nants of concern over the long term provided that the FM./clay cap is
properly maintained. To ensure the long-termreliability of the FM./clay cap, it will require periodic
mai nt enance, including nmowing and fertilization of the vegetative cover. Annual inspections would be
conducted to exam ne the condition of the cap and determne if restoration of the vegetative cover is
necessary.

The FM./clay cap has a |life expectancy of 30 or nore years. The existing perineter fence would be naintained
torestrict access to the site and limt contact with contam nated surface soil if it is exposed before the
cap can be repaired.

As with Alternative 2, because Alternative 3 would result in contam nants remaining on the site, CERCLA
requires that the site be reviewed every five years. |If justified by the review, remedial actions nay be
inplenented to renove or treat the wastes.

As Alternative 4 involves the conplete renoval of the contami nated surface soil, it is the nmost effective
alternative over the long term Because there would be no possibility of risk due to exposure to
contam nated surface soil in the future, no naintenance woul d be required; however, the perineter fence would

remain in place
Reduction of Toxicity. Mbility, and Vol ume

Alternative 1 would not involve any containment, removal, or treatnent of contam nated surface soil
Therefore, this alternative would not result in any reduction of toxicity, nmobility or volunme. Contam nants
woul d remain on the site and continue to migrate off site via infiltration and stormwater runoff

Reduction of the toxicity, nobility, and volune of the contam nants in the surface soil is not applicable to
Alternatives 2, 3 and 4 because these alternatives do not include treatnent of the contam nated surface soil

As previously discussed, the soil excavated under Alternative 4 may require treatment before it is disposed
of in an off-site landfill. The type of treatnent utilized would be selected prior to disposal. Such
treatnment may result in a reduction of the toxicity and nobility of contam nation.



Short-Term Ef fecti veness

As there are no renedial activities being inplenented under Alternative 1, there would be no additional risks
posed to human health and/or the environnment in the short term

The time required to inplement Alternatives 2 and 3 is approximately 1 year. No additional risks to human
health and the environment are expected as a result of inplementing these alternatives. Under both
alternatives, worker protection may be required to prevent contact with contam nated surface soils during
on-site activities. Health and safety training of workers would be required and workers woul d be provided
with protective equipnent during construction and O&M activities.

The time required to inplement Alternative 4 is approximately 16 nonths. Due to the |arge amounts of soil
bei ng handl ed during soil excavation activities, potential risks to on-site workers resulting from
inplenentation of Alternative 4 are expected to be slightly higher than for Alternatives 2 and 3. Wrker
protection would be required to prevent direct contact with contam nated surface soil during excavation
activities. |If necessary, dust control neasures would al so be inplenented during excavation activities. In
addi tion, due to the high volune of traffic expected during soil excavation activities, nmeasures would be
taken to ensure that appropriate traffic controls are inplenented. As with Alternatives 2 and 3, workers
woul d be trained in health and safety and protective equi pnent woul d be provided during construction
activities.

I npl erentability

There are no inplenentability issues concerned with Alternative 1 since no renedial action would be taken.
Limted resources would be required to conduct long-termnonitoring and the required five-year review.

There are no inplentability concerns posed by Alternatives 2 and 3, as they utilize conventional construction
practice and equiprment. Materials required for both the asphalt and FM./clay caps are readily available. O
the two capping alternatives, Aternative 2 would be nore easily inplenented than Alternative 3.

Alternative 4 may be nore difficult to inplement than Alternatives 2 and 3 due to the | arge vol une of
mat eri al being excavated and the associ ated handling and segregation requirements. However, Alternative 4
woul d utilize conventional construction practices and equipnent that is readily avail abl e.

Cost

The only capital cost associated with Alternative 1 is $2,500 required to conduct proper closure of the
monitoring wells. The total capital and Q&M cost, which includes annual and five-year inspections, is
estimated to be $69, 768 over a thirty-year period.

The present worth cost for Alternative 2, which is the | east expensive alternative, is estimated to be

$465, 672 over a thirty year period. The present worth cost for Alternative 3 is higher than Alternative 2
and is estimated to be $714, 455 over a thirty year period. The total present worth cost for Alternative 4 is
estimated to be $2,812,860. Although Alternative 4 is the nost costly alternative, it provides the greatest
protection of human health and the environnent and is the only pernmanent solution to site contanination.

Modi fying Oriteria

St at e Accept ance

The State of New Jersey can not concur with the selected renedy unless institutional controls are
est abl i shed.

Communi ty Accept ance

EPA solicited comment fromthe comrunity on the proposed renmedial alternatives for the surface soil
contam nation at the site. The attached responsiveness summary addresses all verbal comrents received at the



public neeting and witten conments received during the public coment period.
SELECTED REMEDY

After reviewing the alternatives and public comments, EPA and NJDEP have deternined that Alternative 4 is the
appropriate renedy for the site, because it best satisfies the requirenents of CERCLA 8121, 42 U S.C. §9621,
and the NCP's nine evaluation criteria for renedial alternatives, 40 CFR 8300.430(e)(9).

The maj or conponents of the nodified remedy are as foll ows:

1. Excavation and off-site disposal of the top two feet of contam nated surface soil and
any debris at an EPA approved landfill.

2. Backfill of the site with certified clean fill.
STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS

As previously noted, CERCLA 8§121(b)(1), 42 U S. C. 8§9621(b)(1l), nmandates that a remedial action nust be
protective of human health and the environnent, cost effective, and utilize permanent sol utions and
alternative treatnent technol ogies or resource recovery technol ogies to the nmaxi num extent practicable.
Section 121(b)(1) also establishes a preference for renedial actions which enploy treatnent to permanently
and significantly reduce the volune, toxicity, or nobility of the hazardous substances, pollutants, or
contaminants at a site. CERCLA 8121(d), 42 U S.C. 89621(d), further specifies that a renmedial action nust
attain a degree of cleanup that satisfies ARARsS under federal and state | aws, unless a waiver can be
justified pursuant to CERCLA §121(d)(4), 42 U.S. C 89621(d)(4).

For the reasons di scussed bel ow, EPA has determined that the selected renedy for the Renora site neets the
requi renents of CERCLA 8121, 42 U. S C. 8§9621.

Prot ecti on of Human Heal th and the Environnent

O the four alternatives eval uated, the selected remedy for contam nated surface soil provides the greatest
protection of human health and the environnent by renoving the contam nated surface soils; the pathway of
concern. Alternatives 2 and 3 may experience breaches in the caps resulting in exposure to

contaminated surface soil. The selected renedy elimnates the risks associated with possibility of future
exposure through renoval of the pathway of concern.

Conpl i ance with ARARs

The selected remedy will be designed to neet all chem cal -specific, action-specific, and |ocation-specific
ARARs di scussed under the "Summary of Conparative Analysis of Aternatives", above.

Cost Effectiveness

The cost effectiveness of an alternative is determ ned by wei ghing the cost against the alternative's ability
to achi eve ARARs and renedi al action objectives. The selected renedy is cost effective as it has been
determined to provide the greatest overall effectiveness in proportion to its cost. Although Alternatives 2
and 3 achi eve ARARs and renedi al action objectives and are |less costly than the sel ected renedy, neither
alternative conpletely elimnates the potential for exposure to contam nated surface soil. Furthernore,
there are no O%M costs associated with the selected remedy, as opposed to Alternatives 2 and 3 which woul d
require lifetine mai ntenance.

Utilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatnent Technol ogi es to the Maxi num Extent Practicabl e
The sel ected remedy utilizes pernmanent solutions and treatnment technol ogies to the maxi mum extent practicable

and provides the best balance of trade-offs with respect to the nine evaluation criteria previously
discussed. O the three action alternatives considered to address the contam nated surface soils at the



site, the selected renedy is the only pernmanent renedy since the contami nated surface soil will be conpletely
removed and di sposed of off site. |In addition, the conplete renoval of the contam nated surface soils wll
provide a greater degree of flexibility for future devel opnent of the site. Furthernmore, unlike Aternatives
2 and 3, the selected renedy does not rely upon |ong-term mai ntenance to be protective of human health and

t he environnent.

Preference for Treatment as a Principal Elenent

As previously described under the "Site H story and Enforcenent Activities", biorenediation and
solidification/stabilization treatability studies were conducted on the PAH contam nated soils; however,
neither treatnent technol ogy was successful in treating the PAH contami nation. |In addition, as other
treatment technol ogi es available for the Renora site would not afford a greater overall benefit, EPA's
sel ected surface soil renmedy does not presently provide for treatment of contaninated surface soils.

DOCUMENTATI ON CF SI GNI FI CANT  CHANGES

The Proposed Plan for the Renora site was rel eased for public comment on July 20, 1994. The Proposed Pl an
identified Alternative 4 as the preferred renedy for the site. EPA has reviewed all witten and verbal
comrents submtted during the public conmmrent period. Upon review of these comments, EPA has determ ned that
no significant changes to the renmedy, as it was originally defined in the Proposed Pl an, were necessary.
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TABLE 1

G oundwat er Sanpl es Anal ytical Results

Renora Focused Renedi al |nvestigation, Edison, New Jersey

Sanple | D: RW 2 RW 2- AD RW 3
Enseco Laboratory Sanple No.: 020974- 0006 020974- 0006 020974- 0005
Sanpl i ng Dat e: 4/ 1/ 92 4/ 1/ 92 4/ 1/ 92
Comment s: Unfiltered Filtered Unfiltered
Vol atile Organic Conpounds (ug/l)
chl or oet hane ND NT 29
2- but anone ND NT 2
t ol uene ND NT ND

Seni - Vol atil e Organics Conpounds (ug/l)

4- et hyl phenol ND NT ND
napht hal ene ND NT ND
2- et hyl napht hal ene ND NT ND
acenapt hene ND NT 2 J
di benzof uran ND NT ND
fluorene ND NT 1 J
phenant hr ene ND ul NT ND ul
ant hracene ND NT ND
carbazol e ND NT ND
ND
fl uor ant hene 2 J NT ND
pyrene 2 J NT ND
bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) pht hal ate ND NT ND
Total Pol yaronatic Hydrocarbons [ PAHS] (ug/l) 4 ND 3
Metals (ug/l)
Arsenic 49.1 J 15.5 R
Cadmi um ND ND 11 J
Chr omi um 14. 7 J ND 28.4 J
Lead 35.6 J ND 130 J
Zinc 176 J [18. 3] 831 J
Chrom um (+6) (ug/ 1) ND NT 0. 026
Not es:
ND:  Not Detected
NT: Not Tested
[1: Concentration Detected Between | DL and CRQL
UJ: Compound Not Detected, Quantitation Limt Estimated
J: Esti mated Concentration
R Data Point Rejected By Quality Assurance Depart nent
Sour ce: BCM Engi neers Inc. (BCM Project No. 00-4376-09)
NOTE: These tabl es have been revised in accordance with Q¥ QC revi ew resuts, 7/30/92.

RW 3- AD

020974- 0005

4/ 1/ 92
Filtered

25555535535 23535

235

ND
ND
ND
31.5



Vol at i

TABLE 1 - CONTI NUED

Groundwat er Sanpl e Anal ytical
Renora Focused Renedi al Investigation,

Sanpl e I D:

Enseco Laboratory Sanple No.:
Sanpl i ng Dat e:
Conment s:

| e Organic Conpounds (ug/l)
chl or oet hane

2- but anone
t ol uene

Seni - Vol atil e Organics Conpounds (ug/l)

Tot al

4- et hyl pheno
napht hal ene

2- et hyl napht hal ene
acenapht hene

di benzof uran

fl uorene
phenant hr ene

ant hr acene

car bazol e

fl uorant hene

pyrene

bi s(2-ethyl hexyl ) pht hal ate

Pol yar omati ¢ Hydrocarbons [ PAHS] (ug/l)

Metal s (ug/l)

Chr omi

Not es:

NOTE:

Arsenic

Cadmi um
Chr omi um
Lead

Zi nc

um (+6) (ug/ 1)

ND:  Not Detected
NT: Not Tested

RW 6
020974- 0004
4/ 1/ 92
Unfiltered

ND
ND
ND

ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND

ND
15.2
42.5
90

0.011

[1: Concentration Detected Between | DL and CRQL

UJ: Conpound Not Detected, Quantitation Limt Estinated

J: Esti mated Concentration

R Data Point Rejected By Quality Assurance Departnent
Source: BCM Engineers Inc. (BCM Project No. 00-4376-09)

Resul ts
Edi son, New Jersey

RW 6- AD
020974- 0004
4/ 1/ 92
Filtered

535

2355535553555 7%3

Z
w)

ND

ND

ND
36.3

These tabl es have been revised in accordance with Q¥ QC review results,

RW 7
020974- 0002
4/ 1/ 92
Unfiltered

ND
ND
ND

92.9 J
ND
ND
45.3 J

ND

7/ 30/ 92.

[ SR S SR )

RW 7- AD
020974- 0002
4/ 1/ 92
Filtered

535

2355555535555

Z
w)

82.2
ND
ND
ND

[14.7]



Bl ank

TABLE 1 - CONTI NUED

Groundwat er Sanpl e Anal ytical
Renora Focused Renedi al Investigation,

Sanple I D

RW 7A*

Resul ts
Edi son,

Enesco Laboratory Sanple No.:

020974- 0007 020974- 0001

Sanpl i ng Date:
Conment s:

Vol atil e Organic Conpounds (ug/l)

chl or oet hane
2- but anone
t ol uene

Seni - Vol atil e Organics Conpounds (ug/l)

Tot al

4- et hyl pheno
napht hal ene

2- net hyl napht hal ene
acenapht hene

di benzof uran
fluorene
phenant hr ene

ant hr acene

car bazol e

fl uorant hene

pyrene

bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) pht hal at e

Pol yar omati ¢ Hydrocarbons [ PAHs] (ug/l)

Metals (ug/l)

Arsenic

Cadmi um
Chr omi um
Lead

Zi nc

Chrom um (+6) (ug/l)

Not es:

*: Field Duplicate Sanple
ND:  Not Detected
NT: Not Tested

4/ 1/ 92
Unfilte

ND
ND

ND

20
11
16
11

TN

ND

49

98.5
ND
ND

[13.3]

ND

[1: Concentration Detected Between | DL and CRQL
: Compound Not Detected, Quantitation Limt Estinmated

J: Esti mated Concentration

red

(&

[ SR PR PR A

(&

R Data Point Rejected By Quality Assurance Depart nent

Source: BCM Engineers Inc. (BCM Project No. 00-4376-09)

NOTE:

These tabl es have been revised in accordance with Q¥ QC review results,

New Jer sey

RW 7A- AD*

020974- 0003

4/ 1/ 92
Filtered

5375

553555555355357%3

Z
w)

82.8
ND
ND
ND
ND

Trip Bl ank
020974- 0003

4/ 1/ 92
Unfiltered

553555555355357%3

Z
w)

2 353335

7/ 30/ 92.

Field

4/ 1/ 92
Unfiltered

ND
ND
ND

ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND

ND

ND
ND
ND
4.9
[3.9]

ND



Vol ati

TABLE 1 - CONTI NUED

Groundwat er Sanpl e Anal ytical Results
Renora Focused Renedi al | nvestigation, Edison

Sanpl e I D:

Enseco Laboratory Sanple No.
Sanpl i ng Dat e:
Conment s:

| e Organics Conpounds (ug/l)

chl or oet hane
2- but anone
t ol uene

Seni - Vol atil e Organics Conpounds (ug/l)

Tot al

4- et hyl pheno
napht hal ene

2- et hyl napht hal ene
acenapht hene

di benzof uran
fluorene
phenant hr ene
ant hr acene

car bazol e

fl uorant hene

pyrene

bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) pht hal ate

Pol yaromati ¢ Hydrocarbons [ PAHs] (ug/l)

Metal s (ug/l)

Chr omi

Not es

Arseni c
Cadmni um
Chr omi um
Lead

Zi nc

um (+6) (ug/ 1)

ND:  Not Detected

NT: Not Tested

Fi el d Bl ank
020974- 0001
4/ 1/ 92
Filtered

23513

3 3333333333373

[1: Concentration Detected Between | DL and CRQL

Source: BCM Engi neers Inc. (BCM Project No. 00-4376-09)

New Jer sey



TABLE 2

Soil Boring and Test Pit Analytical Results
Renora Focused Renedi al Investigation, Edison, New Jersey

Sanple ID: TB-11-1-2 TB-11-1-2A TB-11-1-10 TB-11-2-2 TB-11-2-6
Enseco Laboratory Sanple No.: 020563- 0001 020563- 0003 020563-0002  020563-0004 020563-0005
Sanpl i ng Date: 3/11/92 3/11/92 3/ 11/ 92 3/ 11/ 92 3/11/92
Comment s: Field Duplicate
Vol atil e Organic Conpounds (ug/kg)

met hyl ene chl ori de 13 U 12 U NT 11 U NT

acet one ND 33 NT 11 J NT

carbon disul fide ND ND NT ND NT

2- but anone ND 5 J NT ND NT

1,1, 1-trichl oroet hane ND ND NT ND NT

benzene ND ND NT ND NT

2- hexanone ND ND NT ND NT

tetrachl oroet hane ND ND NT ND NT

tol uene ND ND NT 11 U NT

et hyl benzene ND ND NT ND NT

xylene (total) ND 2 J NT 1 J NT

Sem - Vol atil e Organics Conpounds (ug/kg)

4- net hyl phenol ND w ND uJ ND ND 1400 J
2, 4-di net hyl phenol ND uw ND u ND ND 1100 J
napht hal ene ND uJ ND V] ND ND ND u
2- et hyl napht hal ene ND uJ ND uJ ND ND ND ul
acenapht hyl ene 260 J ND uJ ND 190 J ND ul
acenapht hene 280 J ND uJ ND ND ND ul
di benzof uran 250 J ND uJ ND ND ND ul
fluorene 600 J ND u ND ND ND uw
phenant hrene 3400 J 970 J 3400 J 900 J ND w
ant hr acene 840 J 260 J 880 J 240 J ND w
carbazol e ND uJ ND uJ ND ND ND ul
f1 uorant hene 4000 J 1600 J 5700 J 1400 J 600 J
pyrene 4300 J 1800 J 6700 1500 J 650 J
but yl benzyl pht hal at e 1100 J ND w ND ND ND w
benzo(a)ant hracene 1700 J 670 J 2400 J 640 J ND uJ
chrysene 1700 J 690 J 3700 J 680 J 390 J
bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) pht hal ate 2100 uJ 2000 uJ ND ND ND uJ
di -n-octyl pht hal ate ND uJ ND w ND ND ND w
benzo(b) fl uorant hene 2300 J 960 J 4800 J 1100 J 550 J
benzo(k) fl uorant hene 920 J 400 J 1700 J 470 J ND uJ
benzo(a) pyrene 1700 J 740 J 2900 J 820 J ND w
indeno(1, 2, 3-cd) pyrene 680 J 300 J 1300 J 440 J ND uJ
di benz(a, h) ant hracene ND w ND w ND ND ND w
benzo(g, h,i)-peryl ene 360 J ND uJ 720 J 250 J ND uJ



Total Pol yaronmatic Hydrocarbons [ PAHs] (ug/ kg) 22040

Metal s (ng/ kg)

Arsenic 4.9
Cadmi um [0.57]
Chr om um 15.9
Lead 50.6
Zi nc 110
Total Petrol eum Hydrocarbons (ng/kg) 540

Not es:
ND:  Not Detected
NT: Not Tested
[1: Concentration Detected Between | DL and CRQL

Source: BCM Engi neers Inc. (BCM Project No. 00-4376-09)

8410

ND
11.0
47.9
74.1

670

J

34200 8440 2190
721 7.2 15.9

5.0 [0.79] ND
70.8 21.1 17.0
336 47.5 59. 6
553 86. 4 105
1900 230 68

UJ: Conpound Not Detected, Quantitation Linmt Estinated
U Conpound Not Detected, Concentration Listed is The
Required For Quantitation
J: Estimated Concentration



TABLE 2 -

Soil Boring and Test Pit Anal ytica
Renora Focused Renedi a

Sanpl e | D:
Enseco Laboratory Sanple No.

Sanpl i ng Dat e:
Conment s

Vol atile Organic Conpounds (ug/kg)

met hyl ene chl ori de
acet one

carbon disul fide
2- but anone

1,1, 1-trichl oroet hane
benzene

2- hexanone
tetrachl or oet hane
t ol uene

et hyl benzene

xyl ene (total)

Sem - Vol atil e Organics Conpounds (ug/kg)
4- et hyl pheno

2, 4-di met hyl pheno
napht hal ene

2- et hyl napht hal ene
acenapht hyl ene
acenapht hene

di benzof uran
fluorene
phenant hr ene
ant hr acene

carbazol e

f1 uorant hene

pyrene

but yl benzyl pht hal at e
benzo(a) ant hracene
chrysene

bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) pht hal ate
di -n-octyl phthal ate
benzo(b) fl uorant hene
benzo(k) fl uorant hene
benzo(a) pyrene
indeno(1, 2, 3-cd) pyrene

I nvestigation,

TB-11-3-2
020528- 0003
020527- 0007

3/ 10/ 92

ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
18

ND
ND

Resul ts

Edi son,

EEcE

New Jer sey

3/ 10/ 92
Re-extraction

5535555535555 53555555555 3§

TB-11-3-2RE
020528- 0003RE

DVXVOVDVXDUVOIUVDIODOD

TB-11-3-6
020528- 0004
020527- 0008

3/ 10/ 92

130
ND
15
ND
ND
ND

ND
ND

[ Sy &y

ceELEELCELLEELEEEEEEE &

TB-11-3-8
020528- 0005
020527- 0009

3/ 10/ 92

ND
23
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND

U

EEEEEECEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE &

TB-11-4-2
020527- 0001
020527- 0005

3/ 10/ 92

&



di benz(a, h) ant hracene ND w NT ND

benzo(g, h,i)-peryl ene 1400 J NT ND
Total Pol yaromati ¢ Hydrocarbons [ PAHs] (ug/ kg) 39010 NT 4800
Metal s ( g/ kg)
Arsenic 3.5 J NT 9.7
Cadni um 3.3 J NT [1.1]
Chr omi um R NT
Lead 210 J NT 97.3
Zi nc 217 J NT 63.1
Total Petrol eum Hydrocar bons(ng/ kg) 27000 NT 2100
Not es:
ND:  Not Detected
NT: Not Tested
[1: Concentration Detected Between | DL and CRQL
U Conpound Not Detected, Concentration Required for Quantitation
UJ: Compound Not Detected, Quantitation Limt Estimated
J: Estinated Concentration
R Data Point Rejected By Quality Assurance Departnent

Source: BCM Engi neers Inc. (BCM Project No. 00-4376-09)
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TABLE 2 - CONTI NUED

Soil Boring and Test Pit Analytical Results
Renora Focused Renedi al I nvestigation, Edison, New Jersey

Sanpl e ID: TB-11-4-4 TB-11-5-2 TB-11-5-2RE TB-11-6-2 TB-11-6-4
Enseco Laboratory Sanple No.: 020528- 0002 020528- 0006 020528- 0006RE 020507- 0004 020507- 0001
020527- 0006 020527- 0010 020505- 0005
Sanpl i ng Dat e: 3/ 10/ 92 3/ 10/ 92 3/ 10/ 92 3/9/92 3/9/92
Comment s: Re-extraction
Vol atil e Organic Conpounds (ug/kg)
nmet hyl ene chlori de 2 J 2 J R ND NT
acetone 11 U 42 U R 47 NT
carbon disul fide ND 3 J R ND NT
2- but anone ND 8 J R ND NT
1,1, 1-trichl oroet hane ND ND R ND NT
benzene 1 J ND R ND NT
2- hexanone ND ND uj R ND NT
tetrachl or oet hane ND ND u R ND NT
t ol uene 2 J 3 J R ND NT
et hyl benzene ND 2 J R ND NT
xyl ene (total) ND 8 J R ND NT

Sem - Vol atil e O ganics Conpounds (ug/kg)

4- et hyl phenol ND uJ ND ul NT ND NT
2, 4- di net hyl phenol ND uJ ND ul NT ND NT
napht hal ene 230 J 900 J NT 3000 J NT
2- et hyl napht hal ene ND uJ ND ul NT ND NT
acenapht hyl ene 640 J 2300 J NT ND NT
acenapht hene 460 J 1300 J NT 4900 J NT
di benzof uran 350 J 870 J NT 5900 J NT
fluorene 860 J 1700 J NT 8400 J NT
phenant hr ene 4400 J 15000 J NT 34000 NT
ant hr acene 1900 J 5100 J NT 11000 J NT
carbazol e 630 J 1100 J NT 5500 J NT
f1 uorant hene 6900 J 25000 J NT 29000 NT
pyrene 6200 J 21000 J NT 22000 NT
but yl benzyl pht hal at e ND w ND uw NT ND NT
benzo(a)ant hracene 3900 J 12000 J NT 11000 J NT
chrysene 3400 J 11000 J NT 11000 J NT
bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) pht hal ate ND uJ 7600 uJ NT ND NT
di -n-octyl pht hal ate ND w ND w NT ND NT
benzo(b) fl uorant hene 5500 J 17000 J NT 15000 J NT
benzo(k) fl uorant hene 1400 J ND w NT 4300 J NT
benzo(a) pyrene 3900 J 14000 J NT 11000 J NT
i ndeno( 1, 2, 3-cd) pyrene 1600 J 6500 J NT 5100 J NT
di benz(a, h) ant hracene ND ul ND uJ NT ND NT



benzo(g, h,i)-peryl ene 1000 J 4600 J NT 4400
Total Pol yaromati ¢ Hydrocarbons [ PAHs] (ug/ kg) 43020 138500 NT 179600
Metal s ( g/ kg)
Arsenic 3.8 J 3.7 J NT 10.0
Cadni um [1.1] J 3.3 J NT 2.6
Chr omi um R R NT 102
Lead 103 J 165 J NT 127
Zinc 70. 4 J 230 J NT
Total Petrol eum Hydrocarbons (ng/kg) 9400 8000 NT 3400
Not es:
ND:  Not Detected
NT: Not Tested
[1: Concentration Detected Between | DL and CRQL
U Conpound Not Detected, Concentration Required for Quantitation
UJ: Compound Not Detected, Quantitation Limted Estimated
J: Estinated Concentration
R Data Point Rejected By Quality Assurance Departnent

Source: BCM Engi neers Inc. (BCM Project No. 00-4376-09)
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TABLE 2 - CONTI NUED

Soil Boring and Test Pit Analytical Results
Renora Focused Renedi al I nvestigation, Edison, New Jersey

Sanpl e ID: TB-11-6-8 TB-11-6-10.5 TB-11-7-2 TB-11-7-8 TB-11-7-8A

Enseco Laboratory Sanple No.: 020507- 0005 020507- 0006 020507- 0001 020507- 0002 020507- 0003

020505- 0006 020505- 0007 020505- 0002 020505- 0003 020505- 0004
Sanpl i ng Dat e: 3/9/92 3/9/92 3/9/92 3/9/92 3/9/92

Comment s: Field Duplicate
Vol atil e Organic Conpounds (ug/kg)

nmet hyl ene chlori de NT NT ND NT NT
acet one NT NT ND NT NT
carbon disul fide NT NT ND NT NT
2- but anone NT NT ND NT NT
1,1, 1-trichl oroet hane NT NT 8 J NT NT
benzene NT NT ND NT NT
2- hexanone NT NT ND uJ NT NT
tetrachl or oet hane NT NT 3 J NT NT
t ol uene NT NT 1 J NT NT
et hyl benzene NT NT ND uJ NT NT
xyl ene (total) NT NT 2 J NT NT

Sem - Vol atil e O ganics Conpounds (ug/kg)

4- et hyl phenol ND ND ND ND ND
2, 4-di et hyl phenol ND ND ND ND ND
napht hal ene 140 J 150 J 86 J ND ND
2- et hyl napht hal ene 230 J 130 J ND ND ND
acenapht hyl ene 390 J 230 J 240 J ND ND
acenpht hene 200 J 150 J ND ND ND
di benzof uran 110 J ND ND ND ND
fluorene 320 J 240 J 83 J ND ND
phenant hr ene 2500 1400 630 J ND 48
ant hr acene 750 J 410 J 480 J ND ND
carbazol e 330 J 140 J 99 J ND ND
f1 uorant hene 3900 2300 1800 63 J 94
pyrene 4700 2500 2000 J 64 J 89
but yl benzyl pht hal at e ND ND ND ND ND
benzo(a) ant hracene 2000 1000 J 1000 ND 45
chrysene 2500 1300 1200 ND 56
bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) pht hal ate 860 J 830 J 750 U 400 J 290
di -n-octyl phthal ate 17 J ND ND ND ND
benzo(b) fl uorant hene 3500 1600 1900 55 J 82
benzo(k) fl uorant hene 1100 J 580 J 630 J ND uJ ND
benzo(a) pyrene 2200 1200 1300 ND 54
indeno(1, 2, 3-cd) pyrene 1100 670 J 550 J ND ND
di benz(a, h) ant hracene 380 J 230 J 200 J ND ND

benzo(g, h,i)-peryl ene 970 J 600 J 470 J ND ND



o poa o

14830

95.8

271
249

150

Total Pol yaromati ¢ Hydrocarbons [ PAHs] (ug/ kg) 27210
Metal s ( g/ kg)
Arsenic 400
Cadni um 4.3
Chr omi um
Lead 352
Zinc 219
Total Petrol eum Hydrocar bons (ng/ kg) 140
Not es:
ND:  Not Detected
NT: Not Tested
[1: Concentration Detected Between | DL and CRQL
U Conpound Not Detected, Concentration Required for Quantitation
UJ: Compound Not Detected, Quantitation Limt Estimated
J: Estinated Concentration
R Data Point Rejected By Quality Assurance Departnent

Source: BCM Engi neers Inc. (BCM Project No. 00-4376-09)
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TABLE 2 - CONTI NUED

Soil Boring and Test Pit Analytical Results
Renora Focused Renedi al I nvestigation, Edison, New Jersey

Sanpl e I D TB-11-8-2 TB-11-8-6 TB-11-8-10 TB-11-9-2 TB-11-9-2-RE
Enseco Laboratory Sanple No.: 020528- 0007 020528- 0008 020528- 0009 020563- 0006 020563- 0006RE
020527- 0011 020527- 0012 020527-0013
Sanpl i ng Date: 3/ 10/ 92 3/ 10/ 92 3/ 10/ 92 3/ 11/ 92 3/ 11/ 92
Comment s: Re-extraction
Vol atil e Organic Conpounds (ug/kg)

nmet hyl ene chlori de 3 J 2 J 3 J 11 U
acet one 53 U 48 U 160 B 110
carbon disul fide ND ND ND 1 J
2- but anone 5 J 10 J 49 17
1,1, 1-trichl oroet hane ND ND ND ND w
benzene ND ND ND 2 J
2- hexanone ND ND 2 J ND uj
tetrachl or oet hane ND ND ND ND uJ
t ol uene 2 J ND ND 11 uj
et hyl benzene ND ND ND 2 J
xyl ene (total) ND ND ND 11 J

Sem - Vol atil e O ganics Conpounds (ug/kg)

4- et hyl phenol ND ul ND uJ ND uJ ND NT
2, 4-di et hyl phenol ND O] ND V] ND V] ND NT
napht hal ene ND ul 130 J ND uJ ND NT
2- et hyl napht hal ene ND uJ 180 J ND uJ ND NT
acenapht hyl ene ND ul 120 J 290 J ND NT
acenapht hene ND uJ 170 J ND uJ ND NT
di benzof uran ND uJ 110 J ND u ND NT
fluorene 540 J 240 J ND uJ ND NT
phenant hr ene 2300 J 1000 J 2100 J 3100 J NT
ant hr acene 900 J 310 J 670 J ND NT
carbazol e ND uJ 83 J ND w ND NT
f1 uorant hene 3700 J 1200 J 3800 J 3200 J NT
pyrene 3000 J 1100 J 3400 J 4100 J NT
but yl benzyl pht hal at e ND uJ ND uJ ND uJ ND NT
benzo(a) ant hracene ND uJ 570 J 1700 J 1600 J NT
chrysene 1700 J 610 J 2000 J 1900 J NT
bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) pht hal ate ND uJ 790 w 2400 w ND NT
di -n-octyl phthal ate ND uJ ND uJ ND uJ ND NT
benzo(b) fl uorant hene 2200 J 890 J 2600 J ND NT
benzo(k) fl uorant hene ND uJ ND uJ ND uJ ND uJ NT
benzo(a) pyrene 1600 J 610 J 1600 J 1600 J NT
indeno(1, 2, 3-cd) pyrene 670 J 260 J 720 J ND NT
di benz(a, h) ant hracene ND uJ ND w ND w ND NT
benzo(g, h,i)-peryl ene 420 J 140 J 450 J ND NT

DVXVOVODVDOUVDIODOD



Total Pol yaromati ¢ Hydrocarbons [ PAHs] (ug/ kg) 17030

Metal s ( g/ kg)

Arsenic 7.0 J

Cadmi um [1.1] J

Chr omi um R

Lead 56. 8

Zinc 46. 3 J
Total Petrol eum Hydrocarbons [ PAHs] (ng/ kg) 1800

Not es:
ND:  Not Detected
NT: Not Tested
[1: Concentration Detected Between | DL and CRQL
B: Conpound Detected in Associated Bl ank
U Conpound Not Detected, Concentration Required for Quantitation
UJ: Compound Not Detected, Quantitation Limt Estimated
J Estimated Concentration
. Data Point Rejected By Quality Assurance Departnent
Source: BCM Engi neers Inc. (BCM Project No. 00-4376-09)

7613

1010
1720

330

CLpPpae o

19330

191
162

1000

CuPgo o

15500

4.3
16. 4
49.8
60. 8

4200

=

3 33533



TABLE 2 - CONTI NUED

Soi |l Boring and Test Pit Analytical Results
Renora Focused Renedi al I nvestigation, Edison, New Jersey

Sanple ID TB-11-9-6 TP-11-1-2 FI ELD BLANK TRI P BLANK FI ELD BLANK

Enseco Laboratory Sanple No.: 020563- 0007 020674- 0001 020607- 0007 020607- 0006 020528- 0010

020505- 0008 020527- 0014

Sanpl i ng Date: 3/ 11/ 92 3/ 18/ 92 3/ 9/ 92 3/ 9/ 92 3/ 10/ 92
Comment s: ug/ | ug/ | ug/ |
Vol atil e Organic Conpounds (ug/kg)

met hyl ene chl ori de NT 12 U ND ND ND
acet one NT 39 ND ND ND
carbon disul fide NT ND ND ND ND
2- but anone NT ND ND ND ND
1,1, 1-trichl oroet hane NT ND ND ND ND
benzene NT 1 JN ND ND ND
2- hexanone NT ND ND ND ND
tetrachl or oet hane NT ND ND ND ND
t ol uene NT 2 J ND ND ND
et hyl benzene NT 2 J ND ND ND
xylene (total) NT 12 ND ND ND

Sem - Vol atil e Organics Conpounds (ug/kg)

4- net hyl phenol ND ND ND uJ NT ND
2, 4- di net hyl phenol ND 2500 ND ul NT ND
napht hal ene ND 370 J ND uJ NT ND
2- et hyl napht hal ene 1400 J 340 J ND ul NT ND
acenapht hyl ene 960 J 1000 J ND NT ND
acenapht hene 3900 J 860 J ND NT ND
di benzof uran 2300 J 640 J ND NT ND
fluorene 4100 J 1500 J ND NT ND
phenant hr ene 12000 8800 ND NT ND
ant hr acene 9900 2900 ND NT ND
carbazol e 990 J 1000 J ND NT ND
f1 uorant hene 20000 11000 ND NT ND
pyrene 16000 10000 ND NT ND
but yl benzyl pht hal at e ND ND ND NT ND
benzo(a)ant hracene 7000 J 5600 ND NT ND
chrysene 7600 J 4700 ND NT ND
bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) pht hal ate ND ND ND NT ND
di -n-octyl pht hal ate ND ND ND NT ND
benzo(b) fl uorant hene 8400 6500 ND NT ND
benzo(k) fl uorant hene 3400 J 2200 ND NT ND
benzo(a) pyrene 6600 J 5000 ND NT ND
i ndeno( 1, 2, 3-cd) pyrene 3500 J 1900 ND NT ND
di benz(a, h) ant hracene ND 290 J ND NT ND
benzo(g, h,i)-peryl ene 2300 J 960 J ND NT ND

EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE



Total Pol yaromati ¢ Hydrocarbons [ PAHs] (ug/ kg)
Metal s ( g/ kg)

Arseni c

Cadmi um
Chr om um
Lead

Zi nc

Total Petrol eum Hydrocarbons (ng, kg)
Not es:

ND:  Not Detected
NT: Not Tested

[1: Concentration Detected Between | DL and CRQL
U Conpound Not Detected, Concentration Required for Quantitation
UJ: Compound Not Detected, Quantitation Limt Estimated

Esti mated Concentration

90070

5.8
12.8
34.7
48. 4

6100

64920

3.3
18.8
36. 4
118

2700

J:
JN:  Compound Not Detected, Quantitation Limt Estimated Concentration

Source: BCM Engi neers Inc. (BCM Project No. 00-4376-09)

LnL.LnEL:

ND
ND
ND
ND
[6.1]

ND

3

3 53333

ND

ND
[4.9]
[3.2]

ND



TABLE 2 - CONTI NUED

Soil Boring and Test Pit Analytical Results
Renora Focused Renedi al I nvestigation, Edison, New Jersey

Sanple ID TRI P BLANK TRI P BLANK FI ELD BLANK FI ELD BLANK TRI P BLANK
Enseco Laboratory Sanple No.: 020528- 0011 020563- 0008 020563- 0009 020674- 0002 020674- 0003
Sanpl i ng Dat e: 3/ 10/ 92 3/ 11/ 92 3/ 11/ 92 3/ 18/ 92 3/ 17/ 92
Conment s :
Vol atil e Organic Conpounds (ug/l)
met hyl ene chl ori de R R ND 2 JB 2
acet one R R ND uJ ND
carbon disul fide R R ND ND
2- but anone R R ND ND uJ
1,1, 1-trichl oroet hane R R ND ND
benzene R R ND ND
2- hexanone R R ND uJ ND
tetrachl or oet hane R R ND ND
t ol uene R R ND ND
et hyl benzene R R ND ND
xylene (total) R R ND ND

Sem - Vol atil e Organics Conpounds (ug/l)

4- net hyl phenol NT NT ND ND NT
2, 4- di net hyl phenol NT NT ND ND NT
napht hal ene NT NT ND ND NT
2- et hyl napht hal ene NT NT ND ul ND NT
acenapht hyl ene NT NT ND ND NT
acenapht hene NT NT ND ND NT
di benzof uran NT NT ND ND NT
fluorene NT NT ND ND NT
phenant hr ene NT NT ND ND NT
ant hr acene NT NT ND ND NT
carbazol e NT NT ND ND NT
f1 uorant hene NT NT ND ND NT
pyrene NT NT ND ND NT
but yl benzyl pht hal at e NT NT ND ND NT
benzo(a)ant hracene NT NT ND ND NT
chrysene NT NT ND ND NT
bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) pht hal ate NT NT 520 ND uJ NT
di -n-octyl pht hal ate NT NT ND w ND w NT
benzo(b) fl uorant hene NT NT ND ND NT
benzo(k) fl uorant hene NT NT ND ND NT
benzo(a) pyrene NT NT ND ND NT
i ndeno( 1, 2, 3-cd) pyrene NT NT ND ND NT
di benz(a, h) ant hracene NT NT ND ND NT
benzo(g, h,i)-peryl ene NT NT ND ND NT

AVXVOVOVDDOVDOODOW®D



=

Total Pol yaromati ¢ Hydrocarbons [ PAHs] (ug/ kg)
Metals (mg/l)

Arseni c

Cadmi um
Chr om um
Lead

Zi nc

3 33533

Total Petrol eum Hydrocarbons (ng/l)

Not es:
ND:  Not Detected
NT: Not Tested
[1: Concentration Detected Between | DL and CRQL
UJ: Compound Not Detected, Quantitation Limt Estimated
J: Estinated Concentration
JB: Conpound Detected in Associated Bl ank, Concentration Estinmated
R Data Point Rejected By Quality Assurance Departnent

Source: BCM Engi neers Inc. (BCM Project No. 00-4376-09)

=

3 33533

ND
ND
ND
ND
[10.7]

ND

3

3 53333



TABLE 3

M Il Brook Surface Water Anal ytical
Renora Focused Renedi al |Investigation

Sanple | D

Enseco Laboratory Sanple No
Sanpl i ng Dat a:

Comrent s

Vol atile Organaic Conpounds (ug/l)

met hyl ene chl ori de
acet one
tetrachl or oet hene

Seni - Vol atil e Organics Conpounds (ug/l)

acenapht hene

di benzof uran

fluorene

phenant hr ene
ant hr acene

carbazol e

f1 uorant hene

pyrene

butyl benzyl phthal ate
benzo(a) ant hracene
chrysene

bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) pht hal ate
benzo(b) fl uorant hene
benzo(k) fl uorant hene
benzo(a)pyrene
indeno(1, 2, 3-cd) pyrene
di benz(a, h) ant hracene
benzo(g, h,i)-peryl ene

Pol yaromati ¢ Hydrocarbons [ PAHs] (ug/l)

Pesti ci des/ Her bi ci des/ PCBs (ug/|)

al pha- BHC

bet a- BHC
del t a- BHC

i ndane

hept achl or
dieldrin

4, 4' - DDE
4,4' - DDD

4,4' -DDT
endrin ketone

SS- 1- SW
020576- 0002
3/12/92
Unfiltered

Resul ts
Edi son, New Jersey

SS- 1- SW AD
020576- 0002
3/ 12/ 92
Filtered

6
&
255

5 333333333333355353%5

553555553555

SS- 2- SW
020576- 0004
3/ 12/ 92
Unfiltered

ND

ND uj

ND

ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
10 U
ND
ND uJ
ND
ND
ND
ND

SS- 2- SW AD
020576- 0004
3/ 12/ 92
Filtered

255

3 333333333333355555

5555555555



al pha chl or dane ND NT ND NT
ganmma chl or dane ND NT ND NT

Metals (ug/l)
Arsenic [2.1] [3.1] [2.7] [3.0]
Chr omi um 18.6 17.7 24.5 20.9
Copper ND ND [3.5] [9. 6] J
Lead ND ND ND ND
Zinc 69.9 62. 4 66. 2 62.3

Not es:

U Analyte Not Detected. Concentration listed is concentration

ND: Not Detected
required for quantitation.

NT: Not Tested

[1: Analyte Concentration Detected Between |IDL and CRQL J: Estinated Concentration
R Analytical Result Rejected by Quality Assurance Departnent UJ: Conpound Not Detected, Quantitation Limt Estimated
Source: BCM Engi neers Inc. (BCM Project No. 00-4376-09) JN:  Conpound Presunptively Present, Estinmated Concentration

NOTE: These tabl es have been revised in accordance wth QN QC review results, 7/30/92.



TABLE 3 -

CONTI NUED

M Il Brook Surface Water Anal ytical

Renora Focused Renedi al

Sanpl e | D:

Enseco Laboratory Sanple No
Sanpl i ng Dat a:

Conment s:

Vol atile Organaic Conpounds (ug/l)

nmet hyl ene chl ori de
acet one
t etrachl or oet hene

Seni - Vol atil e Organics Conpounds (ug/l)

acenapht hene

di benzof uran

fluorene

phenant hr ene

ant hr acene

carbazol e

f1 uorant hene

pyrene

but yl benzyl pht hal at e ND
benzo(a)ant hracene
chrysene

bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) pht hal ate
benzo(b) fl uorant hene
benzo(k) fl uorant hene
benzo(a) pyrene
indeno(1, 2, 3-cd) pyrene

di benz(a, h) ant hracene
benzo(g, h,i)-peryl ene

Pol yar omati ¢ Hydrocarbons [ PAHs] (ug/l)

Pesti ci des/ Her bi ci des/ PCBs (ug/1)

al pha- BHC
bet a- BHC
del t a- BHC
i ndane
hept achl or
dieldrin
4, 4' - DDE
4,4' - DDD
4,4' - DDT

SS- 2A- SW
020576- 0005
3/ 12/ 92
Unfiltered

ND
ND
ND

ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND

ND
ND
10

ND
ND
ND
ND
ND

I nvestigation,

JN

Resul ts
Edi son, New Jersey

SS- 2A- SW AD*
020576- 0005
3/ 12/ 92
Filtered

553

5§ 3353353335 355353555

555555555

ND

SS- 3- SW
020576- 0006
3/ 12/ 92
Unfiltered

ND
ND

ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND

ND
ND
10

ND
ND
ND
ND
ND

(&

SS- 3- SW AD
020576- 0006
3/ 12/ 92
Filtered

25

3

5§ 3333333535 33333333

553555553535



Met al s

Not es:

endrin ketone ND NT
al pha chl ordane ND NT
gama chl or dane ND NT
(ug/l)

Arsenic [2.7] [3.2]
Chr oni um 23.9 20.6
Copper R

Lead ND ND
Zinc 69.1 71.8

ND:  Not Detected
NT: Not Tested
[1: Analyte Concentration Detected Between | DL and CRQL

Anal yte Not Detected. Concentration listed is concentration required for quantitation.

U
J: Estimated Concentration
UJ: Conpound Not Detected. Quantitation Limt Estinated
JN:  Analyte Presunptively Present, Concentration is Estinated
R Analytical Result Rejected by Quality Assuarance Departnent
Source: BCM Engi neers Inc. (BCM Project No. 00-4376-09)

ND
ND
ND

255

[2.6]
23.7

ND
77.0



TABLE 3 - CONTI NUED

M 11 Brook Surface Water Analytical Results
Renora Focused Renedi al I nvestigation, Edison, New Jersey

Sanpl e I D: Trip Bl ank Fi el d Bl ank
Enseco Laboratory Sanple No: 020576- 0008 020576- 0001
Sanpl i ng Dat a: 3/ 12/ 92 3/ 12/ 92
Comment s: Unfiltered Unfiltered

Vol atile O ganaic Conpounds (ug/l)

met hyl ene chl ori de ND ND
acet one ND uJ ND
t etrachl or oet hene ND ND

Seni - Vol atil e Organics Conpounds (ug/l)

acenapht hene NT ND
di benzof uran NT ND
fl uorene NT ND
phenant hr ene NT ND
ant hr acene NT ND
carbazol e NT ND
fl uor ant hene NT ND
pyrene NT ND
but yl benzyl pht hal at e NT ND
benzo(a) ant hracene NT ND
chrysene NT ND
bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) pht hal at e NT 3
benzo(b) fl uorant hene NT ND
benzo(k) fl uorant hene NT ND
benzo(a) pyrene NT ND
i ndeno( 1, 2, 3- cd) pyrene NT ND
di benz(a, h) ant hracene NT ND
benzo(g, h,i)-peryl ene NT ND

=

Total Polyaronatic Hydrocarbons [PAHs] (ug/l)

Pesti ci des/ Her bi ci des/ PCBs (ug/l)

al pha- BHC NT ND
bet a- BHC NT ND
del t a- BHC NT ND
i ndane NT ND
hept achl or NT ND
dieldrin NT ND
4, 4' - DDE NT ND
4, 4' - DDD NT ND
4,4' - DDT NT ND
endrin ketone NT ND
al pha chl ordane NT ND
gamme chl ordane NT ND

EEEEE

EEEEEEE



Metals (ug/l)

Arsenic NT ND
Chr omum NT ND
Copper NT ND
Lead NT ND
Zi nc NT [ 8. 6]

Not es:
ND: Not Detected
NT: Not Tested
[1: Analyte Concentration Detected Between |IDL and CRQL
U Analyte Not Detected. Concentration listed is concentration required for quantitation.

J: Estimated Concentration
UJ: Conpound Not Detected, Quantitation Linmt Estinmated
Source: BCM Engineers Inc. (BCM Project No. 00-4376-09)



TABLE 4

M I Brook Sedinent Water Analytical Results
Renora Focused Renedi al |nvestigation, Edison, New Jersey
Sanpl e | D: SS- 1- SED SS- 1- SEDDL* SS- 2- SED SS- 3- SED
Enseco Laboratory Sanple No: 020576- 0003 020576- 0003 020576- 0009 020576- 0007
Sanpl i ng Dat a: 3/ 12/ 92 3/ 12/ 92 3/12/92 3/ 12/ 92
Comrent s:
Vol atile Organaic Conpounds (ug/l)
met hyl ene chl ori de 2 J NT ND 1
acet one 15 NT ND ND
tetrachl or oet hene 3 J NT ND ND
Seni - Vol atil e Organics Conpounds (ug/kg)

acenapht hene ND NT 100 J ND
di benzof uran ND NT 69 J ND
fluorene 48 J NT 180 J ND
phenant hr ene 460 NT 1600 81
ant hr acene 96 J NT 440 ND
carbazol e 48 J NT 250 J ND
f1 uorant hene 660 NT 1700 140
pyrene 720 NT 1500 160
but yl benzyl pht hal at e ND ND 70
benzo(a) ant hracene 310 J NT 760 ND
chrysene 340 J NT 720 78
bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) pht hal ate 430 U NT 470 U 440
benzo(b) fl uorant hene 540 NT 920 120
benzo(k) fl uorant hene 190 J NT 370 J 42
benzo(a)pyrene 320 J NT 630 70
indeno(1, 2, 3-cd) pyrene 150 J NT 290 J 40
di benz(a, h) ant hracene ND NT 83 J ND
benzo(g, h,i)-peryl ene 73 J NT 150 J ND

Pol yaromati ¢ Hydrocarbons [ PAHs] (ug/kg) 3955 NT 9693 731

Pesti ci des/ Her bi ci des/ PCBs (ug/|)

al pha- BHC ND R ND ND
bet a- BHC R ND ND ND
del t a- BHC R R 1.4 JN 1.9
i ndane ND R ND ND
hept achl or R R 0.78 J ND
dieldrin 14 R 6.1 5.4
4,4' - DDE 17 R 6 J 5.8
4,4' - DDD R 68 J 24 26
4,4' - DDT R 96 36 28
endrin ketone 4.8 JN R R

(S SR S I

JN

JN



NI NG}

al pha chl or dane R 17 7.
ganmma chl or dane R 18 8.
Metal s (ug/kg)
Arsenic 12.6 NT 4
Chr omi um 30.4 NT 21
Copper 37.6 NT 30
Lead 100 NT 39
Zinc 110 NT 1
Not es:
*:  Sanple Dilution
ND: Not Detected
NT: Not Tested

(&
WZEL'C

Anal yte Concentration Detected Between |IDL and CRQL
Anal yte Not Detected. Concentration listed is concentration required for quantitation.
Estimated Concentration
Conpound Not Detected, Quantitation Limt Estimated
Anal yte Presunptively Present, Concentration Estinated
Anal ytical Result Projected by Quality Assurance Departnment

Source: BCM Engi neers Inc. (BCM Project No. 00-4376-09)
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TABLE 4 - CONTI NUED
M 11 Brook Sedinment Water Anal ytical Results
Renora Focused Renedi al |nvestigation, Edison, New Jersey

Sanpl e I D: Trip Bl ank Fi el d Bl ank
Enseco Laboratory Sanple No: 020576- 0008 020576- 0001
Sanpl i ng Dat a: 3/ 12/ 92 3/12/92
Comment s: Unfiltered Unfiltered

Vol atile Organaic Conpounds (ug/kg)

nmet hyl ene chl ori de ND ND
acet one ND uJ ND
t etrachl or oet hene ND ND

Senmi -Vol atil e Organi cs Conpounds (ug/kg)

acenapht hene NT ND
di benzof uran NT ND
fluorene NT ND
phenant hr ene NT ND
ant hr acene NT ND
carbazol e NT ND
f1 uorant hene NT ND
pyrene NT ND
but yl benzyl pht hal at e NT
benzo(a)ant hracene NT ND
chrysene NT ND
bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) pht hal ate NT 3
benzo(b) fl uorant hene NT ND
benzo(k) fl uorant hene NT ND
benzo(a) pyrene NT ND
i ndeno(1, 2, 3-cd) pyrene NT ND
di benz(a, h) ant hracene NT ND
benzo(g, h,i)-peryl ene NT ND
Total Polyaronatic Hydrocarbons [ PAHs] NT 0
Pesti ci des/ Her bi ci des/ PCBs (ug/1)
al pha- BHC NT ND
bet a- BHC NT ND
del t a- BHC NT ND
i ndane NT ND
hept achl or NT ND
dieldrin NT ND
4, 4' - DDE NT ND
4,4' - DDD NT ND
4,4' - DDT NT ND
endrin ketone NT ND
al pha chl ordane NT ND

EEEEEEEEEEE



gama chl or dane NT ND u
Metals (ug/l)

Arsenic NT ND

Chromi um NT ND

Copper NT ND

Lead NT ND

Zinc NT [8.6]

Not es:
ND: Not Detected
NT: Not Tested
[1: Analyte Concentration Detected Between |IDL and CRQL
U Analyte Not Detected. Concentration listed is concentration required for quantitation.
J: Estinmated Concentration
UJ: Conpound Not Detected, Quantitation Limt Estimated

Source: BCM Engi neers Inc. (BCM Project No. 00-4376-09)



TABLE 5 RENCRA SITE

Cont am nant
of Concern

Vol ati | es
Acet one

Benzene
2- But anone ( MEK)

Chl or oet hane (et hyl chloride)

Et hyl benzene

2- Hexanone ( MBK)

Met hyl ene chl ori de
Tetrachl or oet hyl ene
Tol uene

1,1, 1- Tri chl or oet hane
Xyl enes

BNAs

Acenapht hene
Acenapht hyl ene

Ant hr acene
Benzo( a) ant hr acene
Benzo( a) pyr ene
Benzo(b) f | uor ant hene
Benzo(g, h, i) peryl ene
Benzo( k) f | uor ant hene
Benzyl but yl pht hal at e
Bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) pht hal ate
Chrysene

Di benzof uran

Di benz(a, h) ant hracene
2, 4- D net hyl pheno

D -n-octyl phthal ate
Fl uor ant hene

X X X

Sur f ace
Soi l's

x X X X

XX X X X X X X X X X X X X

X X X X

X

CONTAM NANTS OF CONCERN

Subsur f ace
Soils

X X X

X X X X

XX XXX XXXXXXXXXXX

Sedi ment s

x

X X X X X X

X X X

Sur f ace
Wat er



TABLE 5 - CONTI NUED

Cont am nant Sur f ace Sur f ace Subsur f ace Surface
of Concern Wat er Soils Soil's Sedi ment s Wt er

X
X

Fl uor ene X X
I ndeno( 1, 2, 3- cd) pyrene X
2- Met hyl napht hal ene X
4- Met hyl phenol (p-cresol) X
Napht hal ene
Phenant hr ene
Pyrene X
Pesti ci des
al pha- BHC X
bet a- BHC X
del t a- BHC X
gamma- BHC ( Li ndane) X
al pha Chl or dane
gama- Chl or dane
4, 4' - DDD
4, 4' - DDE
4, 4' - DDT
Dieldrin
Endrin ket one
Hept achl or
I ngor gani cs
Arsenic
Cadm um
Chr om um
Copper X X
Lead X X X X
Zinc X X X X X

X X X X X X X

X X X

XX X X X X X X

X X X
X X X
X X X
x
x



TABLE 5A

SUMVARY STATI STI CS FOR THE RENORA SI TE, BY CHEM CAL AND MEDI UM AREA
ALL UNFTS I N PPB

TYPE=G ound Wat er

Num Num Lowest H ghest Hi ghest CGeom 95 Pct. M n. Max.
Ti nes Sanpl es Det ect ed Detected Conc. Mean Upp. Conf. Detect. Det ect .
d ass NAMVE Detected Analyzed Conc. Conc. Locat . Conc. Limt Limt Limt
VCCs 2- but anone 1 3 2.00 2.00 RW 3 3. 68 55.47 10.00 10. 00
benzene 1 3 2.00 2.00 RW 3 3.68 55.47 10.00 10. 00
chl or oet hane 1 3 29.00 29.00 RW 3 8.98 202046.88 10.00 10. 00
BNAs 4- et hyl phenol 1 3 2.00 2.00 RW 6 3. 68 55.47 10.00 10. 00
acenapht hene 1 3 2.00 2.00 RW 3 3.68 55.47 10.00 10. 00
fluoroanthene 1 3 2.00 2.00 RW 2 3.68 55.47 10.00 10. 00
fl uorene 1 3 1.00 1.00 RW 3 2.92 12960. 77 10.00 10. 00
pyr ene 1 3 2.00 2.00 RW 2 2.68 55.47 10.00 10. 00
I nor. Arsenic 1 1 49.10 49. 10 RW 2 49.10 49. 10 . .
Cadmi um 1 3 11. 00 11. 00 RW 3 2.22 284118145.80 2.00 2.00
Chrom um 3 3 14.70 28.40 RW 3 18.51 71.22 . .
Chr om um ( +6) 2 3 0.01 0. 03 RW 3 0.01 8.36 0.01 0.01
Lead 3 3 35. 60 130. 00 RW 3 58. 16 6995. 05
Zi nc 3 3 90. 00 831. 00 RW 3 236.11  74000000. 07



d ass

I nor.

d ass

VCCs
BNAs

I nor.

TABLE 5A

SUMMARY STATI STI CS FOR THE RENORA SI TE, BY CHEM CAL AND MEDI UM AREA
ALL UNITS I N PPB
TYPE=Fi | tered G ound Water
Num Num Lowest H ghest H ghest CGeom
Ti nes Sanpl es Det ect ed Detected Conc. Mean
NAVE Det ect ed Anal yzed Conc. Conc. Locat. Conc.
Arsenic 1 1 15. 50 15. 50 RW 2- AD 15. 50
Zi nc 3 3 18. 30 36. 30 RW 6- AD 27.56
TABLE 5A
SUMMARY STATI STI CS FOR THE RENORA SI TE, BY CHEM CAL AND MEDI UM AREA
ALL UNITS I N PPB
TYPE=Backgr ound G ound V\ter
Num Num Lowest H ghest H ghest
Ti mes Sanpl es Det ect ed Det ected Conc.
NAVE Det ect ed Anal yzed Conc. Conc. Locat.
t ol uene 1 1 1.00 1.00 RW7
2- met hynapht hal ene 1 1 6. 50 6.50 RW7
acenapht hene 1 1 20. 00 20.00 RW7
ant hr acene 1 1 3.50 3.50 RW7Y
carbozol e 1 1 1.00 1.00 RW7
di benzof uran 1 1 11. 00 11.00 RW7
f | uor ant hene 1 1 4.00 4.00 RW7
fluorene 1 1 16. 00 16.00 RW7
napht hal ene 1 1 3.50 3.50 Rw7
phenant hr ene 1 1 10. 50 10.50 RW7
pyrene 1 1 2.00 2.00 RW7
Arsenic 1 1 95.70 95.70 RW7Y
Zi nc 1 1 29.30 29.30 RWY

95 Pct M n.
Upp. Conf. Detect.
Limt Limt
15.50
99. 48
CGeom 95 Pct.
Mean Upp. Conf.
Conc. Limt
1.00 1.00
6. 50 6. 50
20. 00 20. 00
3.50 3.50
1.00 1.00
11. 00 11. 00
4,00 4.00
16. 00 16. 00
3.50 3.50
10. 50 10. 50
2.00 2.00
95.70 95.70
29. 30 29. 30

Det ect .
Limt

M n.
Det ect .
Limt

Max.
Det ect .
Limt



TABLE 5A

SUMVARY STATI STI CS FOR THE RENORA SI TE, BY CHEM CAL AND MEDI UM AREA

ALL UNITS I N PPB

TYPE=Background Filtered G ound Vater

Num Num Lowest H ghest

Ti nes Sanpl es Det ect ed Det ect ed

d ass NAVE Det ect ed Anal yzed Conc. Conc.
I nor. Arsenic 1 1 82.50 82.50
Zi nc 1 1 14.70 14.70

H ghest
Conc.
Locat .

RW 7- AD
RW 7- AD

CGeom
Mean
Conc.

82.50
14.70

95 Pct.

Upp. Conf.
Li mit

82.50
14.70

M n.

Det ect .

Limt

Max.
Det ect ed
Limt



TABLE 5A

SUMVARY STATI STI CS FOR THE RENORA SI TE, BY CHEM CAL AND MEDI UM AREA
ALL UNITS IN PPB

TYPE=Surface Soils (0-2 feet)

Num Num Lowest Hi ghest Hi ghest Geom 95 Pct. M n. Max.
Ti mes Sanpl es Det ect ed Det ected Conc. Mean Upp. Conf. Det ect . Det ect ed
Cl ass NAMVE Det ect ed Anal yzed Conc. Conc. Locat. Conc. Limt Limt Limt
VQOCs 1,1, 1-trichl oroet hane 1 9 8.00 8.00 TB-11-7-2 5.93 6. 47 11. 00 12.50
2- but anone 4 9 5.00 23.00 TB-11-4-2 6.71 11. 07 11. 00 12. 00
acet one 5 9 11. 00 120. 00 TB-11-4-2 22.48 117.98 11. 00 53. 00
benzene 1 9 1.00 1.00 TP-11-1-2 4.66 9.02 11. 00 12.50
carbon disul fide 1 9 3.00 3.00 TB-11-5-2 5.32 6. 33 11. 00 12.50
et hyl benzene 2 9 2.00 2.00 TB-11-5-2 4.50 7.19 11. 00 12.50
net hyl ene chlori de 4 9 2.00 3.00 TB-11-3-2 3.93 6. 39 11. 00 12.50
tetrachl oroet hene 2 9 3.00 18. 00 TB-11-3-2 6.01 9. 64 11.00 12.50
t ol uene 6 9 1. 00 3.00 TB-11-5-2 2.55 6. 25 11. 00 12.50
xyl ene (total) 6 9 1.00 12. 00 TP-11-1-2 4.03 11. 88 11. 00 12. 50
BNAs 2, 4- di et hyl phenol 2 9 82. 00 2500. 00 TP-11-1-2 1188. 63 21320. 02 750. 00 18000. 00
2- et hyl napht hal ene 2 9 300. 00 340. 00 TP-11-1-2 1099. 93 8989. 00 750. 00 18000. 00
acenapht hene 6 9 280. 00 4900. 00 TB-11-6-2 804. 35 3542. 25 750. 00 3700. 00
acenapht hyl ene 6 9 140. 00 2300. 00 TB-11-5-2 811. 46 20865. 91 3700. 00 18000. 00
ant hr acene 9 9 240. 00 11000. 00 TB-11-6-2 1337.75 14479.72 . .
benzo(a) ant hracene 8 9 640. 00 12000. 00 TB-11-5-2 2583. 87 16022. 27 3700. 00 3700. 00
benzo(a) pyrene 9 9 820. 00 14000. 00 TB-11-5-2 2766. 27 15113. 63
benzo(b) fl uorant hene 9 9 1100. 00 17000. 00 TB-11-5-2 3673.51 19255. 54
benzo(g, h,i)-peryl ene 9 9 250. 00 4600. 00 TB-11-5-2 864. 83 5456. 86 . .
benzo(k) fl uorant hene 5 9 470. 00 4300. 00 TB-11-6-2 1187. 02 4797. 49 720. 00 7600. 00
but yl benzyl pht hal at e 1 9 1100. 00 1100. 00 TB-11-1-2 1235. 22 7260. 89 720. 00 18000. 00
car bazol e 6 9 99. 00 5500. 00 TB-11-6-2 805. 70 6336. 22 1900. 00 3700. 00
chrysene 9 9 680. 00 11000. 00 TP-11-5-2 2480. 42 13249. 17 . .
di benz(a, h)ant hracene 2 9 200. 00 290. 00 TP-11-1-2 1028. 38 11399. 83 720. 00 18000. 00
di benzof uran 6 9 250. 00 5900. 00 TB-11-6-2 722.41 3999.91 750. 00 3700. 00
fl uorant hene 9 9 1400. 00 29000. 00 TB-11-6-2 5464. 87 39044. 68 . .
fl uorene 8 9 83. 00 8400. 00 TB-11-6-2 790. 11 9301. 14 1900. 00 1900. 00
i ndeno( 1, 2, 3-cd) pyrene 9 9 440. 00 6500. 00 TB-11-5-2 1247.09 6730. 77 . .
napht hal ene 5 9 86. 00 3000. 00 TB-11-6-2 750. 83 4169. 64 1900. 00 3700. 00
phenant hr ene 9 9 630. 00 34000. 00 TB-11-6-2 3742.03 52682. 56
pyrene 9 9 1500. 00 22000. 00 TB-11-6-2 5009. 28 25631. 80
I nor. Arseni c 9 9 3300. 00 10000. 00 TB-11-6-2 4935. 23 7430. 50 . .
Cadmi um 8 9 570. 00 3300. 00 TB-11-3-2 1199. 53 4342. 15 470. 00 470. 00
Chromi um 3 3 13450. 00 21100. 00 TB-11-2-2 17473. 81 32193.31
Lead 9 9  36400.00 210000. 00 TB-11-3-2 75655. 15 154901. 66
Zinc 9 9  46300.00 230000. 00 TB-11-5-2 105350. 02 185293. 44



TABLE 5A

SUMVARY STATI STI CS FOR THE RENORA SI TE, BY CHEM CAL AND MEDI UM AREA
ALL UNITS IN PPB

TYPE=Background Surface Soils (0-2 feet)

Num Num Lowest Hi ghest Hi ghest Geom 95 Pct. M n. Max.
Ti mes Sanpl es Det ect ed Det ected Conc. Mean Upp. Conf. Det ect . Det ect .

Cl ass NAMVE Det ect ed Anal yzed Conc. Conc. Locat. Conc. Limt Limt Limt
VQCs 2- but anone 1 1 17.00 17.00 TB-11-9-2 17.00 17.00

acetone 1 1 110. 00 110.00 TB-11-9-2 110. 00 110. 00

benzene 1 1 2.00 2.00 TB-11-9-2 2.00 2.00

et hyl benzene 1 1 2.00 2.00 TB-11-9-2 2.00 2.00

xyl ene (total) 1 1 11. 00 11.00 TB-11-9-2 11. 00 11. 00
BNAs benzo(a)ant hracene 1 1 1600. 00 1600.00 TB-11-9-2 1600. 00 1600. 00

benzo(a)pyrene 1 1 1600. 00 1600.00 TB-11-9-2 1600. 00 1600. 00

chrysene 1 1 1900. 00 1900.00 TB-11-9-2 1900. 00 1900. 00

fluorant hene 1 1 3200. 00 3200.00 TB-11-9-2 3200. 00 3200. 00

phenant hr ene 1 1 3100. 00 3100.00 TB-I11-9-2 3100. 00 3100. 00

pyrene 1 1 4100. 00 4100.00 TB-11-9-2 4100. 00 4100. 00
I nor. Arseni c 1 1 4300. 00 4300.00 TB-11-9-2 4300. 00 4300. 00

Chromi um 1 1 16400. 00 16400.00 TB-11-9-2 16400. 00 16400. 00

Lead 1 1 49800. 00 49800.00 TB-11-9-2 49800. 00 49800. 00

Zinc 1 1 60800. 00 60800.00 TB-11-9-2 60800. 00 60800. 00



Det ect
Cl ass

VQOCs

BNAs

I nor.

TABLE 5A

SUMVARY STATI STI CS FOR THE RENORA SI TE, BY CHEM CAL AND MEDI UM AREA
ALL UNITS IN PPB

NAME

2- but anone

2- hexanone

acet one

benzene

met hyl ene chl ori de
tetrachl or oet hene
t ol uene

2, 4- di net hyl pheno
2- net hyl napht hal ene
4- et hyl pheno
acenapht hene

acenapht hyl ene

ant hr acene
benzo(a) ant hracene
benzo(a) pyrene
benzo(b) fl uorant hene
benzo(g, h,i) peryl ene
benzo(k) fl uorant hene

TYPE=Subsurface Soils (>2 feet)

Num
Ti mes

Det ect ed

GNWOAONEFEB™ARLPNRF®

400. 00

bi s(2-ethyl hexyl)phthal ate 4

but yl benzyl pht hal at e
car bazol e

chrysene

di - n-octyl phthal ate
di benz(a, h)ant hracene
di benzof uran

fl uorant hene

fluorene

i ndeno( 1, 2, 3-cd) pyrene

napht hal ene
phenant hr ene
pyrene
Arsenic
Cadmi um
Chr om um
Lead

Zi nc

Num
Sanpl es

Anal yzed

Lowest
Det ect ed

Conc.

150.

Hi ghest
Det ect ed

1100. 00

1900. 00
5300. 00
6200. 00
9200. 00
2200. 00
3700. 00
290. 00

630. 00
7200. 00
17.00

380. 00
350. 00
11000. 00
860. 00
4200. 00
230. 00
5100. 00
11000. 00
721000. 00
5000. 00
70800. 00
1010000. 00
1720000. 00

Hi ghest
Conc.
Locat .
TB-11-8-10
TB-11-8-10
TB-11-8-10
TB-11-4-4
TB-11-8-10
TB-11-3-6
TB-11-3-6
TB-11-2-6
TB-11-6-8
TB-11-2-6
TB-11-4-4
TB-11-SS1
TB-11-4-4
TB-11-SS1
TB-11-SS1
TB-11-SS1
TB-11-SS1
TB-11-SS1
TB-11-7-8
TB-11-S5
TB-11-4-4
TB-11-SS1
TB-11-6-8
TB-11-6-8
TB-11-4-4
TB-11-SS1
TB-11-4-4
TB-11-SS1
TB-11-4-4
TB-11-SS1
TB-11-SS1
TB-11-1-10
TB-11-1-10
TB-11-1-10
TB-11-8-6
TB-11-8-6

458,
449,

579.
812.
955.
1251.
526.
679.
491.
560.
480.
890.
512.
457.
482.

1487

591.
603.
461.
960.
1415.
27983

1628

34692
112966
154864

47
.44
.20
.94
. 26
. 66

11027.
11428268
4720.
70800.
3413412.
1199343

400.

410.
410.
410.
410.
400.
400.
410.
400.
410.
410.
400.
400.
400.
410.
400.
400.
400.
410.
410.

610.



TABLE 5A

SUMVARY STATI STI CS FOR THE RENORA SI TE, BY CHEM CAL AND MEDI UM AREA
ALL UNITS IN PPB

TYPE=Backgr ound Subsurface Soils (>2 feet)

Num Num Lowest Hi ghest Hi ghest Geom 95 Pct. M n. Max.
Ti mes Sanpl es Detected Det ect ed Conc. Mean Upp. Conf. Det ect

Det ect
Cl ass NAME Det ect ed Anal yzed Conc. Conc. Locat . Conc. Limt Limt Limt
BNAs 2- net hyl napht hal ene 1 1 1400. 00 1400.00 TB-11-9-6 1400. 00 1400. 00

acenapht hene 1 1 3900. 00 3900.00 TB-11-9-6 3900. 00 3900. 00

acenapht hyl ene 1 1 980. 00 980.00 TB-11-9-6 980. 00 980. 00

ant hr acene 1 1 9900. 00 9900.00 TB-11-9-6 9900. 00 9900. 00

benzo(a)ant hracene 1 1 7000. 00 7000.00 TB-11-9-6 7000. 00 7000. 00

benzo(a) pyrene 1 1 6600. 00 6600.00 TB-11-9-6 6600. 00 6600. 00

benzo(b)fl uorant hene 1 1 8400. 00 8400.00 TB-11-9-6 8400. 00 8400. 00

benzo(g, h,i)-peryl ene 1 1 2300. 00 2300.00 TB-11-9-6 2300. 00 2300. 00

benzo(k) fl uorant hene 1 1 3400. 00 3400.00 TB-11-9-6 3400. 00 3400. 00

carbazol e 1 1 990. 00 990.00 TB-11-9-6 990. 00 990. 00

chrysene 1 1 7600. 00 7600.00 TB-11-9-6 7600. 00 7600. 00

di benzof uran 1 1 2300. 00 2300.00 TB-11-9-6 2300. 00 2300. 00

f1 uorant hene 1 1 20000. 00 20000.00 TB-11-9-6 20000. 00 20000. 00

fluorene 1 1 4100. 00 4100.00 TB-11-9-6 4100. 00 4100. 00

i ndeno(1, 2, 3, -cd) pyrene 1 1 3500. 00 3500.00 TB-11-9-6 3500. 00 3500. 00

phenant hr ene 1 1 12000. 00 12000.00 TB-11-9-6 12000. 00 12000. 00

pyrene 1 1 16000. 00 16000.00 TB-11-9-6 16000. 00 16000. 00
I nor. Arsenic 1 1 5800. 00 5800.00 TB-11-9-6 5800. 00 5800. 00

Chromi um 1 1 12800. 00 12800.00 TB-11-9-6 12800. 00 12800. 00

Lead 1 1 34700. 00 34700.00 TB-11-9-6 34700. 00 34700. 00

Zi nc 1 1 48400. 00 48400.00 TB-11-9-6 48400. 00 48400. 00



TABLE 5A

SUMVARY STATI STI CS FOR THE RENORA SI TE, BY CHEM CAL AND MEDI UM AREA
ALL UNITS IN PPB

TYPE=Backgr ound Sedi nents

Num Num Lowest Hi ghest Hi ghest Geom 95 Pct. M n. Max.
Ti mes Sanpl es Detected Det ect ed Conc. Mean Upp. Conf. Det ect .
Det ect .
Cl ass NAME Det ect ed Anal yzed Conc. Conc. Locat . Conc. Limt Limt Limt
VQOCs nmet hyl ene chl ori de 1 1 1.00 1.00 SS- 3- SED 1.00 1.00
BNAs benzo(a) pyrene 1 1 70. 00 70. 00 SS- 3- SED 70. 00 70. 00
benzo(b) fl uorant hene 1 1 120. 00 120. 00 SS- 3- SED 120. 00 120. 00
benzo(k) fl uorant hene 1 1 42.00 42.00 SS- 3- SED 42.00 42.00
but yl benzyl pht hal at e 1 1 70. 00 70. 00 SS- 3- SED 70. 00 70. 00
chrysene 1 1 78.00 78.00 SS- 3- SED 78.00 78.00
fl uorant hene 1 1 140. 00 140. 00 SS- 3- SED 140. 00 140. 00
i ndeno( 1, 2, 3-cd) pyrene 1 1 40. 00 40. 00 SS- 3- SED 40. 00 40. 00
phenant hr ene 1 1 81. 00 81. 00 SS- 3- SED 81. 00 81. 00
pyrene 1 1 160. 00 160. 00 SS- 3- SED 160. 00 160. 00
Pest/PCBs 4, 4' - DDD 1 1 26.00 26. 00 SS- 3- SED 26. 00 26. 00
4, 4' - DDE 1 1 5. 80 5.80 SS- 3- SED 5.80 5. 80
4,4' - DDT 1 1 28.00 28.00 SS- 3- SED 28.00 28.00
al pha chl ordane 1 1 6. 60 6. 60 SS- 3- SED 6. 60 6. 60
del t a- BHC 1 1 1.90 1.90 SS- 3- SED 1.90 1.90
dieldrin 1 1 5. 40 5.40 SS- 3- SED 5.40 5. 40
gamma chl or dane 1 1 6. 20 6. 20 SS- 3- SED 6. 20 6. 20
I nor. Arseni c 1 1 3400. 00 3400. 00 SS- 3- SED 3400. 00 3400. 00
Chr omi um 1 1 24900. 00 24900. 00 SS- 3- SED 24900. 00 24900. 00
Copper 1 1 34200. 00 34200. 00 SS- 3- SED 34200. 00 34200. 00
Lead 1 1 75600. 00 75600. 00 SS- 3- SED 75600. 00 75600. 00
Zi nc 1 1  100000. 00 100000. 00 SS-3-SED  100000. 00 100000. 00



Det ect .
Cl ass

Pest / PCBs

I nor.

Cl ass

Det ect .

I nor.

TABLE 5A

SUMVARY STATI STI CS FOR THE RENORA SI TE, BY CHEM CAL AND MEDI UM AREA

NAME

al pha- BHC
bet a- BHC
del ta- BHC
i ndane
Arsenic
Chr om um
Copper

Zi nc

SUMVARY STATI STI CS FOR THE RENCRA SI TE, BY

Arsenic
Chr omi um
Copper

Zi nc

ALL UNITS IN Pl
TYPE=Br ook Surface
Num Num
Ti mes Sanpl es
Det ect ed Anal yzed
2 2
1 2
2 2
1 2
2 2
2 2
1 2
2 2
TABLE 5A

ALL UNITS IN Pl

PB

\Wat er

Lowest
Det ect ed

Conc.

i
NwoNhNoooo
o
=3

(o))

PB

TYPE=Fi |l tered Surface Water

Num Num
Ti mes Sanpl es
Det ect ed Anal yzed

NEFE NN

NNDNN

Lowest
Det ect ed

Conc.

3.10
17.00
9. 60
62. 40

Hi ghest
Det ect ed

Conc.

N
LCurMOOOO
o
=S

(o2}

Hi ghest
Det ect ed

Conc.

3.10
20.75
9. 60
67. 05

Hi ghest
Conc.

Locat .

SS-1- SW
SS- 1- SW
SS-2- SW
SS- 2- SW
SS-2- SW
SS- 2- SW
SS-2- SW
SS- 1- SW

CHEM CAL AND MEDI UM AREA

Hi ghest
Conc.

Locat .

SS-1- SWAD
SS- 2- SW AD
SS- 2- SW AD
SS- 2- SW AD

Geom
Mean

Conc.

N
ondvNENMNOOOO
o
N

(o2}

Geom
Mean

3.10
18.78
3.79
64. 68

95 Pct.
Upp. Conf.

Limt

N
CwhrhMOOOO
~
o

(o2}

95 Pct.
Upp. Conf.

Limt

3.10
20.75
9. 60
67. 05

M n.

Det ect .

Limt

3.00

Mn

Det ect .

Limt

Limt

0.05

0. 06

3.00

Limt

3.00



Cl ass

Det ect .

VCCs
Pest / PCBs

I nor.

Det ect .
C ass
Limt

I nor.

TABLE 5A

SUMMARY STATI STICS FOR THE SI TE, BY CHEM CAL AND MEDI UM AREA

ALL UNITS IN PPB

TYPE=Fi | tered Surface Water

Nane Num Num Lowest Hi ghest Hi ghest
Ti mes Sanpl es Detected Det ect ed Conc.
Det ect ed Anal yzed Conc. Conc. Locat .
tetrachl or oet hene 1 1 1.00 1.00 SW 3- Sw
al pha- BHC 1 1 0. 05 0.05 SW 3- SwW
del t a- BHC 1 1 0.03 0. 03 SW 3- SW
I'i ndane 1 1 0.01 0.01 SW 3- SwW
Arsenic 1 1 2.90 2.90 SW 3- Sw
Chronmi um 1 1 26. 40 26. 40 SW 3- SwW
Zinc 1 1 72.20 72.20 SW 3- SW
TABLE 5A
SUMVARY STATI STI CS FOR THE RENORA SI TE, BY CHEM CAL AND MEDI UM AREA
ALL UNITS IN PPB
TYPE=Background Filtered Surface Water
Num Num Lowest Hi ghest Hi ghest
Ti mes Sanpl es Detect ed Det ect ed Conc.
NAVE Det ect ed Anal yzed Conc. Conc. Locat .
Arsenic 1 1 2.60 2.60 SS-3- SWAD
Chromi um 1 1 23.70 23.70 SS- 3- SW AD
Zi nc 1 1 77.00 77.00 SS-3- SWAD

Geom
Mean

2.60
23.70
77.00

95 Pct.
Upp. Conf.

2.60
23.70
77.00

M n.
Det ect .

Limt

M n.
Det ect .

Limt

Limt

Limt



Pat hway
Ground Water

I ngestion of Ground Water

I nhal ati on of Ground Water
Cont ami nants during showers

Dermal Contact with Ground Water

Surface Soils

I ncidental Ingestion of Onsite Surface
Soi | s*

Dernmal Contact with Onsite Surface
Soi I sk

I nhal ati on of VOC Emi ssions and
Particul ates from Surface Soils
Subsurface Soils

Incidental Ingestion of Onsite
Surface Soils

TABLE 6 RENORA SI TE: SUMVARY OF EXPOSURE PATHWAYS

Recept or

Resi dent

Resi dent

Resi dent

Adj acent Resi dent
(youth trespasser)

Adj acent Resi dent

(adult and child)

Adj acent Resi dent
(youth trespasser)

Adj acent Resi dent
(adult and child)

Adj acent Resi dent

Excavation Worker

TI ME- FRAME
EVALUATED

Present

Yes

No

Yes

No

No

No

DEGREE OF
ASSESSMENT
Future Quant . Qual .
Yes X
No
No
Yes X
Yes X
Yes X
Yes X
No
Yes X

Rational e for Selection or Exclusion

Adj acent areas are zoned residential.

Al t hough residents currently rely on

nuni ci pal water, ground water nmy be
potable. Reportedly inactive private wells
exists within one mle of the site.

Three volatiles were detected infrequently (in
one of three sanples) and at concentrations
bel ow applicable MCLs.

Consi dered insignificant conquered to other
ground water exposures.

Youths may trespass on the site.

Future site devel opnent (e.g., park or
ballfield) may result is frequent visitations
by adj acent residents.

Youths may trespass on the site.

Future site devel opnent (e.g., park or
ballfield) may result is frequent visitations
by adj acent residents.

Consi dered insignificant conpared to other
surface soil exposures.

Exposure to subsurface soils (2' to 15') may
occur during excavations for future site
devel opnent .

Data Grouping

Al'l ground water sanples
(filtered and unfiltered

Al'l surface soils (0" -
Al'l surface soils (0" -
Al'l surface soils (0" -
Al'l surface soils (0" -

Al'l subsurface soils
col l ected from depths
greater than 2'and |ess
than or equal to 15'.

).



Pat hway

Dermal Contact with Onsite Subsurface
Soi | s*

Sedi nent s

I ncidental |ngesion of Sedinents

Dermal Contact with Sedinments**

I nhal ati on of VOC Emi ssions and
Particul ates from Sedi ments

Surface Water

I ncidental Ingestion of Surface Water

Dermal Contact with Surface Water

*Cadm um only

** Cannot be evaluated quantitatively given lack of data for dermal pathway for chenicals detected.

TABLE 6 - CONTI NUED

Recept or

Excavation Worker

Adj acent Resi dent
(youth trespasser)

Adj acent Resi dent
(adult and child)

Adj acent Resi dent
(youth trespasses)
Adj acent Resi dent

(adult and child)

Adj acent Resi dent

Adj acent Resi dent

Adj acent Resi dent

Tl ME- FRAME DEGREE OF
EVALUATED ASSESSMVENT
Present Future Quant . Qual .
No Yes X
Yes Yes X
No Yes X
Yes Yes X
No Yes X
No No
No No
Yes Yes X

Rational e for Selection or Exclusion

Exposure to subsurface soils (2' - 15') may
occur during excavations for future site
devel opnent .

Youths may trespass on the site.

Future site devel opment (e.g., park or
ballfield) nay result in frequent visitations
by adj acent residents.

Youths may trespass on the site.

Future site devel ponent (e.g., park or
bal I field) may result in frequent visitations
by adj acent.

Mi sture content, abscence of physical
di sturbance and vegetation limt release of
particul ates.

Anticipated activity involves negligible
exposure via the oral route. MIIl Brook is
shal | ow.

Youth may currently trespass and future site
devel opment (e.g., park or ballfield) may
result in frequent visitations.

Data Groupi ng

Al subsurface soils
coll ected from depths
greater than 2' and |ess
than or equal to 15'.

Al'l sediment sanples.

Al'l sedinments sanples.

Al'l sediment sanples.

Al'l sedinments sanples.

Al'l surface water sanples.

Al'l surface water sanples.



TABLE 6A TOXICI TY VALUES FOR ALL CONTAM NANTS OF CONCERN AT THE RENCRA SI TE

Chemi ca

Vol atil es
Acet one
Benzene
2- But anone

Chl or oet hane (et hy

Et hyl benzene

2- Hexanone ( MBK)
Met hyl ene chl ori de
Tet rachl or oet hyl ene

Tol uene

1,1, 1-Trichl or oet hyl ene

Xyl enes

BNAs
Acenapht hene
Acenapht hyl ene
Ant hr acene

Benzo( a) ant hr acene

Benzo( a) pyr ene

Benzo(b) fl uor ant hene
Benzo(g, h, i) peryl ene
Benzo(k) f 1 uorant hene
Benzyl but yl pht hal at e

Bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) pht hal at e

Chrysene
Di benzof uran

Di benz(a, h) ant hracene
2, 4- Di et hyl pheno
D -n-octyl phthal ate

Fl uor ant hene
Fl uor ene

I ndeno( 1, 2, 3-cd) pyrene
2- Met hyl napht hal ene

4- Met hyl phenol

Napht hal ene

Phenant hr ene

Pyrene
Pesti ci des

al pha- BHC

bet a- BHC

del ta- BHC

(p-cresol)

chl ori de)

CARCI NOGENI C

Wi ght

of Evi dence

G assifiction

(@)
DO D®ODDODVO DY

UUU%F&UU%U:DU

O O

SR ) SR

o))

QOO DD

or

COral Sl ope
Fact or

(my/ kg/ day) -1

~

. 90E- 02

. 90E- 03

. 50E-03
. 20E- 02

. 30E-01
. 30E+00
. 30E-01
. 30E-01

. 40E- 02
. 30E- 02

. 30E+00

.30E-01

.30+00 a
. 80+00 a

o

CHRONI C

Chroni c
Oal RID

(rmg/ kg/ day)

[Eny

NONFOMRERLR~O

A BADNDN

(&)

. 00E-01

. O0E- 02
.00E-01
.00E-01
. 00E- 02
. O0E- 02
. O0E- 02
. 00E-01
. O0E- 02
. O0E+00

. 00E- 02

. 00E-01

.00E-01
. 00E- 02

. O0E- 03
. O0E- 02
. O0E- 02

. O0E- 02
. 00E- 02

. O0E- 02

[}

DT OO OT

QT D

. 00E-02 b
. 00E- 02

SUBCHRONI C

Subchroni c
Oal RID

( g/ kg/ day)
1. 00E+00 b
5.00E-01 b

.00E-01
. 00E+00

N
>

[EnY
o

. 00E- 02
. 00E-01
. 00E+00
. 00E-01
. 00E+00

A ONPEFEPO
O oTOCoTUTT

6. 00E-01 b

3.00E-01 b

2. 0O0E+00
2.00E-02 b

o

4.00E-03 h

. 00E-01
. 00E- 02
. 00E-01
.00E-01

A BADNDN
O O T T

o

5. 00E-01
4.00E-02 b

3.00E-01 b



TABLE 6A TOXICI TY VALUES FOR ALL CONTAM NANTS OF CONCERN AT THE RENCRA SI TE

CARCI NOGENI C CHRONI C SUBCHRONI C
Wi ght COral Sl ope Chroni c Subchr oni ¢
Chemi cal of Evidence Fact or Oal RID Oal RFD

Classifiction (my/ kg/ day)-1 (no/ kg/ day) ( g/ kg/ day)

ganma- BHC (Li ndane) B2-C b 1. 30E+00 b 3.00E-04 a 3.00E-03 b
al pha- Chl ordane (r) B2 a 1. 30E+00 a 6. 00E-05 a 6. 00E-05 b
gama- Chl or dane (r) B2 a 1. 30E+00 a 6. 00E-05 a 6. 00E-05 b
4,4' DDD B2 a,j 2.40E-01 a
4,4' DDE B2 a 3.40E-01 a
4,4' DDT B2 a 3.40E-01 a 5.00E-04 a 5.00E-04 b
Dieldrin B2 a 1. 60E+01 a 5. 00E-05 a 5. 00E-05 b
Endrin ket one
Hept achl or B2 a 4. 50E+00 a 5.00-04 a 5.00E-04 b
I nor gani cs
Arsenic A a 1. 75E+00 e 3.00E-04 a 3.00E-04 b
Cadi um Bl a,i 5.00E-04 a,f 5.00E-04 h
Chronium total -- 8. 76E-01 ¢ 8. 78E-01 ¢
Chromium VI A a, i 5.00E-03 a 2.00E-02 b
Copper D a 5. 00E-02 ¢ 5.50E-01 b
Lead B2 a
Zinc D a 2.00E-01 b 2.00E-01 b
FromI R S
Fr om HEAST.

Interimval ue from ECAQ

O al slope Factor for B(a)P used PAHs classified as B2 carcinogens with TEFs applied
Arsenic oral slope factor derived fromunit risk in IR S

CadmumRfDis for water: 1.0E-03 ny/kg/day is RfD for food.

Val ue i s wei ghted-average value of the Hex and Tri RfDs assuming 7 parts Tri to 1 part Hex.
Chronic RfFD used as Subchronic RFDis no Subchronic value is avail able per RAGS.

EPA Wi ght of Evidence dassification |isted in HEAST under inhalation route only.

EPA Wi ght of Evidence Cassification |isted in HEAST under oral route only.

T Femmoea0co



TABLE 7 SUMMARY OF CARCI NOGENI C RI SK ESTI MATED FOR THE RENCRA SI TE

Scenari o

Unfiltered G ound water
I ngesti on

Filtered G ound Water
I ngesti on

Sur face Soi

I ngesti on

I ngesti on

Subsur f ace

I ngesti on

Sedi ment s

I ngesti on

I ngesti on

Surface Water

Der mal Cont act

*Exceeds 10-6 risk
**Exceeds 10-4 risk

Recept or

Resi dent

Resi dent

Yout h Trespasser

Adj acent Resi dent

Excavati on Wrker

Yout h Tr espasser

Adj acent Resi dent

Adj acent Resi dent

Present/ Future

P/ F

P/ F

P/ F

Ri sk

10- 3*~

10- 4*

10- 5%

10- 5*

10- 5*

10- 6%

10- 5*

10-7



TABLE 8 SUMVARY OF NONCARCI NOGENI C HAZARD | NDI CES (HI') ESTI MATED FOR THE RENCRA SI TE
Scenari o Recept or Present/Future Chronic H
Unfiltered G ound Water

I ngesti on Resi dent F 5 x 10+0*

Filtered G ound Water

I ngesti on Resi dent F 1 x 10+0

Sur face Soi l

I ngesti on Yout h Trespasser P/ F 2 X 10-2

Der mal Conat ct Yout h Trespasser P/ F 1 X 10-2(a)
Total 3 x 10-2

I ngesti on Adj acent Resi dent F 2 x 10-1

Der mal Cont act Adj acent Resi dent F 2 x 10-2(a)
Total 2 x 10-1

Subsur face Soi |

I ngesti on Excavati on Wor ker F 1 x 10+1(b)

Der mal Cont act Excavati on Wor ker F 9 x 10-3(a)(b)
Total 1 x 10+1

Sedi ment s

I ngesti on Yout h Trespasser P/ F 3 x 10-2

I ngesti on Adj acent Resi dent F 2 x 10-1

Surface Water

Der mal Cont act Adj acent Resi dent P/ F 1 x 10-3

*-H exceeds one (1)
(a) - H is for cadm umonly.
(b) - H is based on Subchronic Protective Body Dose.



TABLE 9 RENCRA SI TE ECOLOQE CAL RI SK ASSESSMENT: CONTAM NANTS OF CONCERN
Cont am nant Surface Water Sedi ment

VOLATI LES

Acet one

Met hyl ene chl ori de
Tetrachl or oet hene
BASE- NEUTRAL/ ACI D EXTRACTABLES
Di benzof uran

Car bazol e

PAHs

Acenapht hene

Ant hr acene

Benzo( a) ant hr acene
Benzo(b) f | uor ant hene
Benzo( k) f | uor ant hene
Benzo( a) pyr ene
Benzo(g, h,i)peryl ene
Chrysene

Di benz(a, h) ant hr acene
Fl uor ant hene

Fl uor ene

I ndeno( 1, 2, 3-cd) pyrene
Phenant hr ene

Pyrene

PESTI Cl DES

Al pha- BHC

Bet a- BHC

Del t a- BHC

Gamra- BHC (Li ndane)
Dieldrin

Hept achl or

Al pha Chl or dane
Gamma Chl or dane
Endrin Ketone

X X X

X X

XX XX XXX XXXXXXX

X X X X
x

X X X X X



TABLE 9 - CONTI NUED
Cont am nant

4, 4- DDE

4, 4- DDD

4, 4- DDT

| NORGANI CS
Arseni c

Chrom um Tot al
Copper

Lead

Zi nc

Surface Water

X X X

Sedi ment

X X X

X X X X X



CONTAM NANT COF

TABLE 10 SURFACE WATER ECOLOGE CAL R SK SUMVARY

SURFACE WATER

CONCERN CONCENTRATI ON
(ug/l)

MEAN MAXI MUM
al pha- BHC 5.00E-02 5. 00E-02
bet a- BHC 3. 00E-02  3.00E-02
del t a- BHC 3. 00E-02  3.00E-02
gama- BHC (Li ndane) 2.00E-02* 1.00E-02
Arsenic 2.38E+00 2. 70E+00
Chr om um 2. 12E+01 2. 42E+01
Copper 2. 29E+00 3. 50E+00
Zinc 6. 88E+01 6. 99E+01

No data avail abl e.

* Maxi mum det ect ed concentrati on bel ow detection limt.
concentration is greater than maxi num concentration.

1 Vater Quality Criteria from Tabl e 5-4.

WATER QUALI TY

RI SK | NDI CES2

VALUEL FOR
(ug/1) ACUTE CRI TER A

ACUTE  CHRONIC MEAN MAXI MUM
1. 00E+02 - 5.0E-04  5.0E-04
1. 00E+02 - 3.0E-04  3.0E-04
1. 00E+02 - 3.0E-04  5.0E-04
2.00E+00  8.00E-02 1.0E-02  5.0E-03
3.60E+02  1.90E+02 6.6E-03  7.5E-03
1.60E+01  1.10E+01 1.3E+00  1.5E+00
1.60E+01  1.20E+01 1.3E+01  1.9E-01
1.60E+02  1.20E+02 5.7E-01  5.8E-01
TOTAL R SK | NDEX 2.0E+00 2. 3E+00

ne-half detection Iimt was utilized for non-detects,

RI SK | NDI CES2
FOR
CHRONI C CRI TERI A

MEAN

WoOoRrRPEN!

.5E-01
. 3E-02

9E+00
9E-01

.3E-01
. OE+00

2 Risk Index = COC concentration (average or naxi mum) divided by quality value (acute or chronic)

Not e:

Shadi ng indicates a risk greater than one.

wWoONNE R

MAXI MUM

2E-01

.4E-02

2E+00
9E-01

. 4E+00
. 3E+00

therefore, average



TABLE 11 SEDI MENT ECOLOG CAL RI SK SUMVARY

CONTAM NANT
CF CONCERN

Acet one

Met hyl ene chl ori de
Tetrachl or oet hene
Car bazol e

Di benzof uran
Acenapht hene

Ant hr acene
Benzo( a) ant hr acene
Benzo(b) f| uor ant hene
Benzo( k) f | uor ant hene
Benzo(g, h, i) peryl ene
Benzo( a) pyr ene
Chrysene

Di benz(a)ant hracene
Fl uor ant hene

Fl uor ene

I ndeno( 1, 2, 3- cd) pyrene
Phenant hr ene

Pyr ene

4, 4- DDD

4, 4- DDE

4, 4- DDT

Al pha chl or dane
Gamma chl or dane
Dieldrin

Del t a- BHC

SEDI MENT
CONCENTRATI ON
(my/ kg)

VEAN MAX

9.87E-03 1.50E-02
3.61E-03 2. 00E-03*
4.42E-03 3. 00E-03*
1.10E-01 2.50E-01
1.22E-01 6. 90E-02*
1.47E-01 1.00E-01*
2.06E-01 4.40E-01
4.85E-01 7.60E-01
7.05E-01 9.20E-01
2.65E-01 3.70E-01
1.05E-01 1.50E-01
4.49E-01 6.30E-01
4.95E-01 7.20E-01
1. 34E-01 8. 30E-02*
1. 06E+00 1. 70E+00
9.30E-02 1.80E-01
2.09E-01 2.90E-01
8.58E-01 1.60E+00
1. 04E+00 1. 50E+00
4. 04E-02 6.80E-02
1.01E-02 1.70E-02
4.16E-02 9. 60E-02
1.16E-02 1. 70E-02
1.21E-02 1.80E-02
9.24E-03 1.40E-02
1. 40E-03 1.40E-03

ER-

VEDI AN
(mg/ kg) (no/ ko)

[EnY

COONRPNNRPUDDWNNNUIO®R ©O U

.40E-01

.40E-01
.50E-01
. 60E-01
. 60E+00
. 00E+00
. O0E+00

40E+00

. 50E+00
. 80E+00

60E- 01
60E- 01
40E- 01

. 20E+00

38E+00

. 20E+00

00E- 02

. 50E- 02

OOE- 03
OOE- 03

. 00E- 03
. O0E- 03

N o

woo A

NOoEREDNDD LN

GUI DELI NE VALUES1
ER-
LOW

w

PNPUOONMNRPORRENORPRPRPOOWONDNDN

EFFECTS RANGE

VEDI AN

MEAN MAX,

. 2E-02 2.1E-02
.3E-01 1.3E-01
3E-01 1.5E-01
1E-01 4, 6E-01
OE-01 4, 7E-01
8E- 02 1. 2E-01
3E-02 4. 6E- 02
9E- 02 2.8E-02
8E-01 2.5E-01
8E-01 2.6E-01
1E-01 3. 2E-01
9E- 01 4, 7E-01
5E-01 2.8E-01
OE- 02 5. 6E-02
2E-01 1. 2E+00
7E-01 6. 8E-01
OE-01 3. 4E+00
7E-01 1. 1E+00
9E+00 1. 4E+01
9E+00 2. 8E+00
OE+00 3. OE+00
. 2E+00 1. 8E+00

SEDI MENTS RI SK | NDI CES2
EFFECTS RANCE

LOW

MEAN

9. 8E-01
2. 4E+00
2. 1E+00

NP NR R

ANNROIN®®

. 1E+00
. 2E+00
. 2E+00
. 8E+00
. TE+00

8E+00

. OE+00
. 0E+01

OE+00
2E+01
3E+01

.4E+01
. 6E+02

MAX.

woo

aNERPRE

NWwwoowaN



TABLE 11 SEDI MENT ECOLOG CAL RI SK SUMVARY (conti nued)

SEDI VENT GUI DELI NE VALUES1 SEDI MENTS RI SK | NDI CES2
CONCENTRATI ON ER- ER- EFFECTS RANGE EFFECTS RANGE
CONTAM NANT (my/ kg) MEDI AN  LOW MEDI AN LOW
OF CONCERN MVEAN MAX, (my/ kg)  (no/kg) MEAN MAX. MVEAN MAX.
Endrin Ketone 4, 80E-03 4. 80E-03 - - - - - -
Hept achl or 7.80E-04 7.80E-04 - - - - - -
Arseni c 7.86E+00 1.26E+01 8. 50E+01 3. 30E+01 9. 2E-02 1.5E-01 2.4E-01 3.8E-01
Chrom um Tot al 2.57E+01 3. 04E+01 1.45E+02 8. 00E+01 1.8E-01 2.1E-01 3. 2E-01 3.8E-01
Copper 3. 40E+01 3. 76E+01 3. 90E+02 7. 00E+01 8. 7E- 02 9. 6E-02 4, 9E-01 5.4E-01
Lead 6. 30E+01 1. 00E+02 1. 10E+02 3. 50E+01 5.7E-01 9.1E-01 1. 8E+00 2. 9E+00
Zi nc 1. 08E+02 1. 10E+02 2. 70E+02 1. 20E+02 4. 0E-01 4. 1E-01 9. 0E-01 9. 2E-01
TOTAL RI SK | NDEX 1. 9E+01 3. 3E+01 6. OE+02 9. 5E+02

- No data avail abl e.
* Maxi mum det ect ed concentrati on bel ow detection limt. One-half detection limt was utilized for non-detects,
therefore, average concentration > maxi num concentrati on.

1 Sedinents Cuidelines from Tabl e 5-5.
2 R sk Indi ces=Cont am nant Sedi ment Concentration (average or naximum) divided by sedi ment guideline.

Note: Shading indicates a risk Index greater than one.



TABLE 12

PRESENT WORTH ANALYSI S*
ALTERNATI VE 1- NO ACTI ON ACCESS RESTRI CTI ONS
RENCRA SUPERFUND SI TE

8/ 14/ 94
CAPI TAL COSTS
UNI'T TOTAL
DESCRI PTI ON UNI TS QUANTITY  COST ($) QOST ($)
O ose Al Five Mnitoring Wlts each 5 $500 $2, 500
TOTAL CAPI TAL COST
OPERATI ON AND MAI NTENANCE COSTS
UNIT TOT. ANNUAL OPERATI NG BEG N
DESCRI PTI ON UNI TS QUANTITY  COST (%) QOST ($) TIME (yrs)  YEAR
5 year review L.S 5 20, 000 ! 30 5
TOTAL O8&M CCSTS
Subt ot al

Conti ngency, @ 20%
TOTAL
TOTAL PRESENT WORTH ( ROUNDED)

Not es:
I A discount rate of 5%was used for present worth calculations to determine costs in 1994 dollars.

PRESENT
WORTH ( $)

$2, 500

$2, 500

PRESENT
WORTH ($)

$55, 640
$55, 640

$58, 140
$11, 628

$69, 768

$70, 000



TABLE 13

ALTERNATI VE 2- ASPHALT CAP/ ACCESS RESTRI CTI ONS

RENORA SUPERFUND SI TE
8/ 14/ 94

DESCRI PTI ON

Site Preparation/ Equi p Mobilization
and Denobilization (1)

G ose Mnitoring Walls
Install Asphalt Cap (2)
Instal | ati on of Storm Water
Control System
O fsite D sposal of Wastewater (3)
Repl acerment of Fencing
Around Entire Site
Construction Cversite (4)
Subt ot al
Engi neeri ng @ 15%

TOTAL CAPI TAL COSTS

UNI TS QUANTI TY

L.S 1
each 5
sq. yds 5,324
L.S 1

gal | ons 5, 000
L.f. 800

L.S. 1

CAPI TAL COBTS

UNI'T TOTAL
CosT (9) COST (%)
$5, 000 $5, 000
$500 $2, 500
$20 $106, 480
$5, 000 $5, 000
$0. 75 $3, 750
$21 $16, 800

$25, 0000  $25, 000

PRESENT
WORTH ($)

$5, 000
$2, 500

$106, 480
$5, 000

$3, 750
$16, 000
$25, 000
$164, 530
$24, 680

$189, 210



OPERATI ON AND NMAI NTENANCE COSTS

UNIT TOT. ANNUAL CPERATI NG BEG N  PRESENT

DESCRI PTI ON UNITS  QUANTITY COST ($)  COST (9$) TI ME(yrs) YEAR  WORTH ($)

Yearly Repair to Asphalt Cap L.S. 1 $2, 000 $2, 000 30 1 $30, 740
(Conduct ed by Local Contractor)

I nspections and Reporting L.S. 1 $5, 000 $5, 000 30 1 $76, 850

5 Year review L.S. 6 $20, 000 - 30 5 $55, 640

Resurface Capped Area (5) L.S 2 $50, 000 - 1 15 $24, 050

1 30 $11, 570

TOTAL C&M COSTS $198, 850

Subt ot al $388, 060

Conti ngency, @ 20% $77, 612

TOTAL $465, 672

TOTAL PRESENT WORTH ( ROUNDED) $455, 000

Not es:
* A discount rate of 5% was used for present worth calculations to determne costs in 1994 dollars

(1) Site preparations includes construction of equi pment decontam nation pad, nobilization and denobilization of
equi prent, and fence renoval

(2) Installation of the asphalt cap is assuned to take 15 days.

(3) For costing purposes it is assuned that the wastewater will be di sposed of as hazardous waste.

(4) Construction Oversite costs include one onsite engineer and H&S officer (10 hrs/day) and
a weekly field visit and 40 hrs of in-office project managerment by the project nanager.

(5) Resurfacing of the asphalt cap is assunmed to be needed twi ce after installation; at 15 and 30 years. The unit cost
for this replacenent includes Construction Oversight.



TABLE 14

PRESENT WORTH ANALYSI S*

ALTERNATI VE 3 - FM./ CLAY CAP/ ACCESS RESTRI CTI ONS

RENCRA SUPERFUND SI TE
8/ 14/ 94

CAPI TAL COSTS

DESCRI PTI ON

Site Preparation/ Equi p Mobilization
and Denobilization (1)

Close Monitoring Wells
Install FM./Oay Cap (2)
Installation of Storm Water
Control System
O fsite D sposal of Wastewater (3)
Repl acenent of Fencing
Around Entire Site
Construction Oversight (4)
Subt ot al
Engi neering @ 15%

TOTAL CAPI TAL COSTS

UNI TS

L.S

each
sq. yds
L.S

gal | ons
L.f.

L.S

QUANTI TY

5,324

5, 000
800

UNIT
QCsT (9)

$5, 000

$500
$59
$5, 000

$0. 75
$21

$50, 000

TOTAL
QCsT (9$)

$5, 000

$2, 500
$314, 116
$5, 000

$3, 750
$16, 880

$50, 000

PRESENT
WORTH ($)

$5, 000
$2, 500

$314, 116
$5, 000

$3, 750
$16, 800

$50, 000
$397, 166

$59, 575

455, 741



DESCRI PTI ON

Veget ati on Mowi ng
(Conduct ed by Local Landscaper)

5 year review
I nspections and Reporting

TOTAL &M COSTS

Subt ot al
Conti ngency, @ 20%

TOTAL
TOTAL PRESENT WORTH ( ROUNDED)

Not es

* A discount rate of 5% was used for present worth calculations to determne costs in 1994 dollars

OPERATI ON AND NMAI NTENANCE COSTS

UNI TS QUANTI TY
each 4
L.S. 6
L.S 1

UNI'T
CosT (9)

$100

$20, 000
$5, 000

TOT. ANNUAL
COST (%)

$400

$5, 000

OPERATI NG
TIMVE (YRS)

30

30
30

(1) Site preparations includes construction of equi pment decontam nation pad, nobilization and denobilization of

equi prent, and fence renoval

(2) Installation of the FM./Oay cap is assuned to take 30 days.

(3) For costing purposes it is assuned that the wastewater wl|l

be di sposed of as hazardous waste.

(4) Construction Oversite costs include one onsite engineer and H&S officer (10 hrs/day) and
a weekly field visit and 40 hrs of in-office project nanagenment by the project nanager.

BEG N
YEAR

PRESENT
WORTH ($)

$6, 148
$55, 640
$78, 850
$138, 638

$595, 379
$119, 076

$714, 455

$714, 000



TABLE 15

PRESENT WORTH ANALYSI S*

ALTERNATI VE 4 - EXCAVATI ON (2 FEET) OFFSI TE DI SPCSAL

RENCRA SUPERFUND SI TE
8/ 14/ 94

CAPI TAL COSTS

DESCRI PTI ON

Site Preparation/ Equi p Mobilization
and Denobilization (1)

Cl ose Mnitoring Wlls

Initial Site Survey

Excavation of soil and debris (2)
Transport and di sposal of soi

at offsite landfill facility (3)

O fsite D sposal of Wastewater (4)
Backfilling (delivery and pl acenent
of material)

Construction Qversite (5)
Post - Excavat i on Sanpl e Anal ysi s
Final Site Survey
Repl acenent of Fencing
Around Entire Site
Subt ot al
Engi neeri ng

TOTAL CAPI TAL COSTS

UNI' TS

L.S

each
L.S

tons
tons

gal | ons
tons

QUANTI TY

5

1
5, 500
5, 000

25, 000
5, 000

800

UNIT
COST ($)

$30, 000
$500
$3, 000

$14
$345

$0. 75
$11
$35, 000

$3, 000
$21

TOTAL
CosT (%)

$30, 000
$2, 500
$3, 000

$77, 000
$1, 897, 500

$18, 750
$60, 500
$35, 000

$3, 000
$16, 800

PRESENT
WORTH ($)

$30, 000
$2, 500
$3, 000

$77, 000
$1, 897, 500

$18, 750
$60, 500
$35, 000
$3, 000
$16, 800
$2, 144, 050
$200, 000

$2, 344, 050



OPERATI ON AND MAI NTENANCE COSTS

UNIT TOT. ANNUAL  OPERATI NG
DESCRI PTI ON UNI TS QUANTI TY COST ($) OCST ($) TI ME( YRS)

TOTAL O&M COSTS

Subt ot al
Cont i ngency, @20%

TOTAL
TOTAL PRESENT WORTH ( ROUNDED)

Not es:
* A discount rate of 5% was used for present worth calculations to determne costs in 1994 dollars

(1) Site preparations includes construction of equi pment decontam nation pad, nobilization and denobilization of
equi prent, and fence renoval
(2) Excavation is assuned to take 15 days and backfilling is assuned to take 5 days
(3) For costing purposes it is assuned that all excavated soil will be disposed of as hazardous waste
at 10% over excavation would occur; and that the bulk denalty is 1.4.
(4) Wastewater will consist of water punped fromthe excavati on and water fromthe decontani nation
of equi pment and debris. For costing purposes it is assuned that the wastewater will be di sposed
of as hazardous waste.
(5) Construction Oversite cost include one onsite engineer and H&S officer (10 hrs/day) and
a weekly field visit and 40 hrs of in-office project managerment by the project nanager.

BEG N
YEAR

PRESENT
WORTH ($)

$0

$2, 344, 050
$458, 810

$2, 812, 860

$2, 813, 000



TABLE 16
APPLI CABLE RELEVANT AND APPRCPRI ATE REQUI REMENTS ( ARARS)

Cheni cal Specific ARARs
Federal R sk-Based Standards
Acti on- Speci fic ARARs

National Anbient Air Quality Standards, 40 CFR 50 New Jersey
Air Pollution Act NJ. A C &27-1 et seq.

Cccupational Safety and Health Act, 29 CFR Parts 1904, 1910
and 1926

Resour ce Conservation and Recovery Act, 40 CFR 264. 310(a)
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, 40 CFR Parts 261,
264 and 270

Department of Transportation, 40 CFR Parts 107 and 171-179
New Jersey Solid and Hazardous Waste Managenent Regul ati ons,
NJ.S.A 13:E1

New Jersey Solid Waste Managenent Act, N.J.A C 26-6.2

New Jersey Interdistrict and Intradistrict Solid Waste

Fl ows, N.J.A C :26-6.2

New Jersey Noi se Control Regulations, N.J.AC 7:29-1

Locati on- Speci fi c ARARs

Fish and Wldlife Coordination Act, 16 U S. C. 661 et seq.
Executive Order 11988 (40 CFR 6, Appendix A), Floodpl ain Managenent



APPENDI X | I']
ADM NI STRATI VE RECCORD | NDEX

| ndex Docunent Nunber O der
RENORA Docunent s

Docunent Nunber: REN 002-0523 To 0607 Date: 09/29/87
Title: Declaration for thc Record of Decision for the RENORA, Inc., site)

Type: LEGAL DOCUMENT
Aut hor: Daggett, Christopher J.: US EPA
Reci pient: none: none

Docunent Nunber: REN 002-0608 To 0739 Date: 07/01/89
Title: Manifests for Hazardous Waste Shipped Ofsite for Renora PCB Excavation - Appendix A

Type: REPCRT
Aut hor: Betz Converse Murdoch (BCM

Docunent Nunber: REN-002-0740 To 0756 Date: 01/07/93
Title: Stream Bi oassessnent, MII| Brook, New Jersey, Renora Site

Type: REPORT
Aut hor: US EPA

Docunment Nunber: REN-002-0757 To 0924 Date: 06/01/92

Title: Report of Sanpling Results for Renora Site Renediation to U.S. Envirnmental Protection
Agency - Region Il and the The Renora Trust

Type: REPORT
Aut hor: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: US EPA

Docunent Nunber: REN-002-0925 To 0973 Date: 01/17/90

Title: Sanpling and Analysis Results for the PCB Excavation and Ofsite Landfilling Phase of the
Renora Site Renedi ation in Borhantown, New Jersey

Type: DATA
Aut hor: Betz Converse Murdoch (BCM
Reci pient: US EPA

Docunent Number: REN-002-0974 To 1349 Date: 12/05/89
Title: Analytical Results Report of Biorenediation Treatability Study

Type: DATA
Aut hor:  Sybron Cor porati on



Docunent Nunmber: REN- 002-1350 To 1628 Date: 10/23/89
Title: Bench-Scale Biorenediation Studies for Renora Site Soils

Type: REPORT
Aut hor: Ecove Corporation
Reci pient: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCW

Docunent Number: REN-002-1629 To 1863 Date: 07/14/89
Title: Analytical Results Report of Boirenediataion Treatability Study

Type: REPORT
Aut hor: Sybron Corporation

Docunent Number: REN-002-1864 To 1917 Date: 01/01/89
Title: Biorenediation Treatability Study Wrk Plan for Renora Site Renediation

Type: PLAN
Aut hor: Sybron Corporation

Docunent Number: REN-002-1918 To 2305 Date: 05/05/93
Title: Final R sk Assessnment, Renora Inc. Site, Edison Township, New Jersey

Type: REPCRT
Aut hor: TRC Enviromental Corporation, Inc.
Reci pient: US EPA

Docunent Nunber: REN-002-2306 To 2308 Date: 07/05/90

Title: (Letter regarding options for imrediate mtigation of oil seeps into MII| Brook)
Renora Site Renedi ation in Borhantown, New Jersey

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: deH. Al exander, Henry: Betz Converse (BCV
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA
Attachrment: REN-002-2309 REN- 002-2310 REN-002-2311

Docunent Number: REN-002-2309 To 2309 Parent: REN 002-2306 Date: [/ [/
Title: Figure 1, Property Layout and Location of Ol Seep

Type: GRAPHI C
Aut hor: none: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCV
Reci pient: none: none

Docunent Number: REN-002-2310 To 2310 Parent: REN 002-2306 Date: [/ [/
Title: Figure 2, Filter Fence Concept
Type: GRAPHI C

Aut hor: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: none



Docunent Number: REN-002-2311 To 2311 Parent: REN 002-2306 Date: [ [/
Title: Figure 3, Stilling VWell Concept

Type: GRAPHI C
Aut hor: none: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCV
Reci pient: none: none

Docunent Number: REN-002-2312 To 2313 Date: 05/16/90
Title: (Letter regarding the informal treatability study)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: deH Al exander, Henry: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA

Docunment Nunber: REN-002-2314 To 2315 Date: 01/22/90

Title: (Letter forwarding the final version of BCM Engineer's Draft Sanpling and Analysis Results
for the PCB Excavation and Ofsite landfilling Phase of the Renora Site Renedi ation)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: Hyatt, WlliamH : Pitney, Hardin, Kipp & Szuch
Reci pient: wvarious: various

Docunment Nunber: REN-002-2316 To 2468 Date: 05/01/94
Title: Phase Il Feasibility Study Report for Renora Inc. Site, Edison, New Jersey

Type: REPORT
Aut hor: none: Betz Converse Murdoch (BCM
Reci pient: Renora Trust

Docunent Nunber: REN-002-2469 To 0281 Date: 01/01/93

Title: Report of Supplenental Information to the Phase Il Feasability Study, Renora Superfund Site,
Edi son, New Jersy

Type: REPCRT
Aut hor: Betz Converse Murdoch (BCM
Reci pient: US EPA
M) Departnent of Environmental Protection (NJDEP)

Docunent Nunber: REN 003-0282 To 0287 Date: 02/24/93

Title: (Letter providing additional summary information relating to the Phase Il Feasibility Study
for the Renora Inc. Site)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: Rochat - Mel bi g, Barbara: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCV
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA



Docunent Nunmber: REN- 003-0288 To 0288 Date: 12/08/92

Title: (Letter Forwarding the enclosed letter report entitled "Supplenental to Technical Review
of June 18, 1992 Report of Sanpling Results for Renora Site Renedi ation Phase Il Feasability
Study, Renora, Inc. Bonhantown, New Jersey")

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: Gaber, Scott B.: Canp Dresser & McKee (CDV
Reci pient: Smeszek, Erwin: US EPA
Attachrment: REN- 003-0289

Docunent Nunber: REN-003-0289 To 0315 Parent: REN- 003-0288 Date: 12/08/92

Title: Letter Report Supplenental to TEchnical Review of June 18, 1992, Report of Sanpling Results
for Renora Site Renediation, Phase Il Feasability Study, Renora, Inc., Bonhantown, New Jersey

Type: REPCRT
Aut hor: none: Canp Dresser & McKee (CDV
Reci pi ent: none: US EPA

Docunent Nunber: REN-003-0316 To 0317 Date: 04/08/91

Title: (Letter forwarding the enclosed Revised Sanpling Plan, Quality Assurance Project Plan Addendum
and the Addendumto Health and Safety Plan for additioanl sanpling of soils and groundwat er
at the Renora Site Located in Edison, New Jersey)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: Rochat - Hel big, Barbara : Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA
Attached: REN-003-0318 REN-003-0337 REN 003-0359

Docunent Number: REN-003-0318 To 0336  Parent: REN 003-0316 Date: 03/01/91
Title: Revised Sanpling Plan for Renora Site Renediation

Type: PLAN
Aut hor: Hanes, Kim Betz Converse Miurdoch (BCM
Rochat - Hel bi g, Barbara: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: none: US EPA
none: Renora Trust

Docunent Nunber: REN- 003-0337 To 0358 Parent: REN-003-0316 Date: 03/01/91

Title: (Quality Assurance Project Plan Addendumfor Renora Site Renediation Phase Il Feasability Study

Type: PLAN
Aut hor: Davis, Atwood F.: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: none: US EPA



Docunent Nunmber: REN-003-0359 To 0382 Parent: REN- 003-0316 Date: 03/01/91

Title: Addendumto Health and Safety Plan, Prepared May 1988 for Phase Il Feasability Study, Renora
Site Renedi ati on, Edison, New Jersey

Type: PLAN
Author: Pires, Charles M: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: none: US EPA
none: Renora Trust

Docunent Nunber: REN- 003-0383 To 0383 Date: 04/08/91

Title: (Letter fowarding the enclosed report entilted, "Results of Prelimnary Treatability Studies
for Stabilization/Solidification and Asphalt Bl endi ng")

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: Rochat-Hel big, Barbara: Betz Converse (BCV
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA
Attached: REN- 003-0384

Docunent Nunber: REN-003-0384 To 0432 Parent: REN-003-0383 Date: 03/01/91

Title: Results of Prelimnary Treatability Studies for Stabilization/Solidification and Asphalt Bl endi ng

Type: REPCRT
Author: Morrow, Steven R: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Rochat - Hel bi g, Barbara: Betz Converse Murdoch (BCM
Reci pient: none: Renora Trust

Docunent Nunber: REN-003-0433 To 0433 Date: 12/05/90

Title: (Letter forwarding the enclosed report entitled, "Wrkplan for Phase || Feasability Study,
Renora Site, Edison, New Jersey")

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: Rochat - Hel bi g, Barbara: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA
Attached: REN-003-0434

Docunent Nunmber: REN- 003-0434 To 0462 Date: 12/01/90

Title: Workplan for Phase Il Feasability Study, Renora Site, Edison Township, New Jersey

Type: PLAN
Aut hor: none: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCV
Reci pient: none: US EPA
none: Renora Trust



Docunent Nunmber: REN 003-0463 To 0465 Date: 09/10/90

Title: (Letter forwarding the Revised Sanpling Plan, Quality Assurance Project Plan Addendum and
the Health and Safety Plan Addendumfor the prelimnary stabilization/solidification
treatability study at the Renora Site)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: deH Al exander, Henry: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Rochat - Hel bi g, Barbara: Betz Converse Murdoch (BCM
Reci pi ent: Harney, Joyce: US EPA
Attached: REN-003-0466 REN-003-0478  REN 003-0490

Docunent Nunber: REN 003-0466 To 0477 Parent: REN 003-0463 Date: 09/01/90
Title: Revised Sanpling Plan for Renora Site Renediation, Edison, New Jersey

Type: PLAN
Aut hor: deH. Al exander, Henry: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Rochat - Hel bi g, Barbara: Betz Converse Murdoch (BCM
Reci pient: none: US EPA
none: Renora Trust

Docunent Nunber: REN- 003-0478 To 0489 Par ent: REN=003- 0463 Date: 09/01/90

Title: Addendumto Quality Assurance Project Plan, Prepared July 1988 for Prelimnary Stabilization
Solidification Treatability Study, Renora Site Renedi ation, Edison, New Jersey

Type: PLAN
Aut hor: Davis, Atwood F.: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: none: US EPA
none: Renora Trust

Docunent Nunber: REN-003-0490 To 0503 Parent: REN- 003-0463 Date: 09/01/90

Title: Addendumto Health and Safety Plan, Prepared May 1988 for Prelimnary
Stabilization/Solidification Treatability Study, Renora Site Renediation, Edison, New Jersey

Type: PLAN
Author: Pires, Charles M: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Schneider, Christian M: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCW)
Reci pient: none: US EPA
none: Renora Trust

Docunment Nunber: REN-003-0504 To 0504 Par ent: REN- 003- 0504 Date: 05/03/94

Title: (Letter forwarding the enclosed nmonthly report for April 1994 regarding the Renora Site
renedi ation effort)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: deH. Al exander, Henry: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA
Attached: REN- 003-0504



Docunent Number: REN-003-0505 To 0506 Date: 04/01/94
Title: Renora Site Renedi ation, Mnthly Report - April 1994

Type: REPORT
Aut hor: deH. Al exander, Henry: Betz Converse Miurdoch (BCM
Reci pient: none: US EPA

Docunent Nunmber: REN- 003-0507 To 0507 Date: 04/01/94

Title: (Letter forwarding the enclosed nonthly report for March 1994 regarding the Renora Site
remedi ati on work effort)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: deH Al exander, Henry: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA
Attached: REN- 003-0508

Docunent Nunber: REN- 003-0508 To 0509 Parent: REN 003- 0507 Date: 03/01/94
Title: Renora Site Renediation, Monthly Report - March 1994

Type: REPORT
Aut hor: deH Al exander, Henry: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: none: US EPA

Docunment Nunber: REN- 003-0510 To 0510 Date: 03/08/94

Title: (Letter forwarding the enclosed nmonthly report for February 1994 and the encl osed annual report
for the Renora Site renedi ation work effort)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: deH. Al exander, Henry: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pi ent: none: Harney, Joyce: US EPA
Attached: REN 003-0511 REN-003-0513

Docunent Nunber: REN 003-0511 To 0512 Parent: REN 003-0510 Date: 02/01/94
Title: Renora Site Renediation, Monthly Report - February 1994

Type: REPCRT
Aut hor: deH. Al exander, Henry: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: none: US EPA

Docunent Nunber: REN-003-0513 To 0514 Parent: REN 003-0510 Date: 03/01/94
Title: Renora Site Renediation, Annual Report, March 1994, Renedi al Action Progress Schedul e
Type: REPCRT

Aut hor: none: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCV
Reci pient: none: none



Docunent Nunmber: REN- 003-0515 To 0515 Date: 02/01/94

Title: (Letter forwarding the enclosed nonthly report for January 1994 regarding the Renora Site
remedi ati on work effort)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: deH Al exander, Henry: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA
Attached: REN 003-0516

Docunent Number: REN-003-0516 To 0517 Parent: REN- 003-0515 Date: 01/01/94
Title: Renora Site Renediation, Monthly Report - January 1994

Type: REPORT
Aut hor: deH Al exander, Henry: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: none: US EPA

Docunent Nunber: REN-003-0518 To 0518 Date: 01/10/94

Title: (Letter forwarding the enclosed monthly report for Decenber 1993 regarding the Renora Site
renedi ati on work effort)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: deH. Al exander, Henry: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: none: Harney, Joyce: US EPA
Attached: REN ***x_**%xxx

Docunent Nunber: REN- 003-0519 To 0520 Date: 12/01/94
Title: Renora Site Renediation, Monthly Report - Decenber 1993

Type: REPCRT
Aut hor: deH. Al exander, Henry: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: none: US EPA

Docunent Nunber: REN-003-0521 To 0521 Date: 01/10/94

Title: (Letter forwarding the enclosed monthly report for Novenber 1993 regarding the Renora Site
renedi ati on work effort)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: deH. Al exander, Henry: Betz Converse Mirdoch
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA
Attached: REN 003-0522

Docunent Number: REN-003-0522 To 0523 Parent: REN 003-0521 Date: 11/01/93
Title: Renora Site Renediation, Monthly Report - Novenber 1993
Type: REPCRT

Aut hor: deH. Al exander, Henry: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: none: US EPA



Docunent Nunber: REN- 003-0524 To 0525 Date: 10/01/93
Title: Renora Site Renediation, Monthly Report - October 1993

Type: REPORT
Aut hor: deH. Al exander, Henry: Betz Converse Miurdoch (BCM
Reci pient: none: US EPA

Docunent Nunmber: REN 003-0526 To 0526 Date: 10/01/93

Title: (Letter forwarding the enclosed nmonthly report for Septenber 1993 regarding the Renora Site
remedi ati on work effort)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: deH Al exander, Henry: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA
Attached: REN 003-0527

Docunent Number: REN-003-0527 To 0528 Parent: REN- 003- 0526 Date: 09/01/93
Title: Renora Site Renediation, Monthly Report - Septenber 1993

Type: REPORT
Aut hor: deH Al exander, Henry: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: none: US EPA

Docunent Nunber: REN- 003-0529 To 0529 Date: 09/07/93

Title: (Letter forwarding the enclosed nmonthly report for August 1993 regarding the Renora Site
renmedi ati on work effort)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: deH. Al exander, Henry: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA
Attached: REN-003-0530

Docunent Nunber: REN 003-0530 To 0531 Parent: REN- 003-0529 Date: 08/01/93
Title: Renora Site Renediation, Monthly Report - August 1993

Type: REPCRT
Aut hor: deH. Al exander, Henry: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: none: US EPA

Docunent Nunber: REN-003-0532 To 0532 Date: 08/09/93

Title: (Letter forwarding the enclosed nonthly report for July 1993 regarding the Renora Site
renedi ati on work effort)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: deH. Al exander, Henry: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA
Attached: REN-003-0533



Docunent Nunmber: REN-003-0533 To 0534 Parent: REN 003-0532 Date: 07/01/93
Title: Renora Site Renediation, Monthly Report - July 1993

Type: REPORT
Aut hor: deH. Al exander, Henry: Betz Converse Miurdoch (BCM
Reci pient: none: US EPA

Docunent Nunmber: REN 003-0535 To 0535 Date: 07/08/93

Title: (Letter forwarding the enclosed nonthly report for June 1993 regarding the Renora Site
remedi ati on work effort)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: deH Al exander, Henry: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pi ent: Harney, Joyce: US EPA
Attached: REM 003-0536

Docunent Number: REN-003-0536 To 0537 Parent: REN 003-0535 Date: 06/01/93
Title: Renora Site Renediation, Monthly Report - June 1993

Type: REPORT
Aut hor: deH Al exander, Henry: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: none: US EPA

Docunent Nunber: REN- 003-0538 To 0538 Date: 06/09/93

Title: (Letter forwarding the enclosed nmonthly report for May 1993 regarding the Renora Site
remedi ati on work effort)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: deH Al exander, Henry: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA
Attached: REN- 003-0539

Docunent Nunber: REN-003-0539 To 0540 Parent: REN- 003-0538 Date: 05/01/93
Title: Renora Site Renediation, Monthly Report - May 1993

Type: REPCRT
Aut hor: deH. Al exander, Henry: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: none: US EPA

Docunent Nunber: REN-003-0541 To 0541 Date: 05/07/93

Title: (Letter forwarding the enclosed nonthly report for April 1993 regarding the Renora Site
renedi ati on work effort)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: deH. Al exander, Henry: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA
Attached: REN-003-0542



Docunent Nunber: REN-003-0542 To 0543 Parent: REN- 003-0541 Date: 04/01/93
Title: Renora Site Renediation, Monthly Report - April 1993

Type: REPORT
Aut hor: deH. Al exander, Henry: Betz Converse Miurdoch (BCM
Reci pient: none: US EPA

Docunent Nunmber: REN- 003-0544 To 0544 Dat e: 04/06/93

Title: (Letter forwarding the enclosed nonthly report for March 1993 regarding the Renora Site
remedi ati on work effort)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: deH Al exander, Henry: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA
Attached: REN 003-0545

Docunent Number: REN-003-0545 To 0546  Parent: REN- 003-0544 Date: 03/01/93
Title: Renora Site Renediation, Monthly Report - March 1993

Type: REPORT
Aut hor: deH Al exander, Henry: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: none: US EPA

Docunment Nunber: REN-003-0547 To 0547 Date: 03/04/93

Title: (Letter forwarding the enclosed monthly report for February 1993 regarding the Renora Site
remedi ati on work effort)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: deH. Al exander, Henry: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA
Attached: REN- 003-0548

Docunent Nunber: REN 003-0548 To 0549 Parent: REN- 003-0547 Date: 02/01/93
Title: Renora Site Renediation, Monthly Report - February 1993

Type: REPCRT
Aut hor: deH. Al exander, Henry: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: none: US EPA

Docunent Nunmber: REN- 003-0550 To 0550 Date: 02/08/93

Title: (Letter forwarding the enclosed nmonthly report for January 1993 regarding the Renora Site
renedi ati on work effort)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: deH. Al exander, Henry: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA
Attached: REN-003-0551



Docunent Nunmber: REN 003-0551 To 0552 Par ent : REN- 003- 0550 Date: 01/01/93
Title: Renora Site Renediation, Monthly Report - January 1993

Type: REPORT
Aut hor: deH. Al exander, Henry: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: none: US EPA

Docunent Nunmber: REN 003-0553 To 0553 Date: 01/08/93

Title: (Letter forwarding the enclosed nonthly report for Decenmber 1992 for the Renora Site remediation
work effort)

Type: CORRESPODENCE
Aut hor: deH Al exander, Henry: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA
Attached: REN 003-0554

Docunment Nunber: REN 003-0554 To 0555 Parent: REN 003- 0553 Date: 12/01/92
Title: Renora Site Renediation, Monthly Report - Decenber 1992

Type: REPORT
Aut hor: deH Al exander, Henry: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: none: US EPA

Docunent Nunber: REN-003-0556 To 0556 Date: 12/08/92

Title: (Letter forwarding the enclosed nmonthly report for Novenber 1992 regarding the Renora Site
renedi ati on work effort)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: deH. Al exander, Henry: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCVM
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA
Attached: REN 003-0557

Docunent Nunber: REN 003-0557 To 0558 Parent: REN 003- 0556 Date: 11/01/92
Title: Renora Site Renediation, Monthly Report - Novenber 1992

Type: REPCRT
Aut hor: deH. Al exander, Henry: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCV
Reci pient: US EPA

Docunent Nunber: REN 003-0559 To 0559 Date: 11/09/92

Title: (Letter forwarding the enclosed nmonthly report for Cctober 1992 regarding the Renora Site
renedi ati on work effort)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: deH. Al exander, Henry: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA
Attached: REN-003-0560



Docunent Number: REN-003-0560 To 0561 Parent: REN 003- 0559 Date: 10/01/92
Title: Renora Site Renediation, Mnthly Report - Cctober 1992

Type: REPORT
Aut hor: deH. Al exander, Harry: Betz Converse Miurdoch (BCM
Reci pient: none: US EPA

Docunent Nunmber: REN 003-0562 To 0562 Date: 10/07/92

Title: (Letter forwarding the enclosed nonthly report for Septenber 1992 regarding the Renora Site
remedi ati on work effort)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: deH Al exander, Harry: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA
Attached: REN-003-0563 REN- 003-0565

Docurent Nunber: REN- 003-0564 To 0564 Parent: REN 003-0562 Date: 09/01/92
Title: Renora Site Renediation, Monthly Report - Septenber 1992

Type: REPORT
Aut hor: deH Al exander, Harry: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: none: US EPA

Docunent Nunber: REN-003-0565 To 0565 Parent: REN- 003-0562 Date: 10/01/92

Title: (Letter extending the deadline for submttal of draft Phase Il Feasability Study Report
to Cctober 8, 1992)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: Harney, Joyce: US EPA
Reci pient: deH Al exander, Harry: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM

Docunent Nunber: REN-003-0566 To 0566 Date: 08/07/92

Title: (Letter forwarding the enclosed nonthly report for July 1992 regarding the Renora Site
renmedi ati on work effort)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: deH. Al exander, Harry: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA
Attached: REN-003-0569

Docunent Nunber: REN- 003-0567 To 0568 Parent: REN- 003-0566 Date: 07/30/92
Title: Renora Site Renediation, Monthly Report - July 1992

Type: REPCRT
Aut hor: deH. Al exander, Harry: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: none: US EPA



Docunent Nunber: REN- 003-0569 To 0573 Parent: REN- 003-0566 Date: 07/01/92
Title: Mnutes - Renora Technical Conmttee Meeting

Type: OTHER
Aut hor: none: none
Reci pient: none: none

Docunent Nunmber: REN- 003-0574 To 0574 Date: 07/09/92

Title: (Letter forwarding the enclosed nonthly report for June 1992 regarding the Renora Site
remedi ati on work effort)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: deH Al exander, Harry: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA
Attached: REN 003-0575

Docurent Nunber: REN- 003-0575 To 0576 Parent: REN- 003-0574 Date: 06/01/92
Title: Renora Site Renediation, Monthly Report for June - 1992

Type: REPORT
Aut hor: deH Al exander, Harry: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: none: US EPA

Docunent Nunber: REN-003-0577 To 0577 Date: 06/05/92

Title: (Letter forwarding the enclosed monthly report for May 1992 regarding the Renora Site
renedi ati on work effort)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: deH Al exander, Harry: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA
Attached: REN 003-0578

Docunent Nunber: REN-003-0578 To 0579 Parent: REN- 003-0577 Date: 05/01/92
Title: Renora Site Renediation, Monthly Report - May 1992

Type: REPCRT
Aut hor: deH Al exander, Harry: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: none: US EPA

Docunent Nunmber: REN- 003-0580 To 0580 Date: 05/06/92

Title: (Letter forwarding the enclosed nonthly report for April 1992 regarding the Renora Site
renmedi ati on work effort)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: deH. Al exander, Harry: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA
Attached: REN-003-0581



Docunent Number: REN-003-0581 To 0582 Parent: REN 003- 0580 Date: 04/01/92
Title: Renora Site Renediation, Mnthly Report - April 1992

Type: REPORT
Aut hor: deH. Al exander, Harry: Betz Converse Miurdoch (BCM
Reci pient: none: US EPA

Docunent Nunmber: REN 003-0583 To 0583 Date: 04/07/92

Title: (Letter forwarding the enclosed nonthly report for March 1992 regarding the Renora Site
remedi ati on work effort)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: deH Al exander, Harry: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA
Attached: REN 003-0584

Docunent Number: REN-003-0584 To 0585 Parent: REN- 003-0583 Date: 03/01/92
Title: Renora Site Renediation, Monthly Report - March 1992

Type: REPORT
Aut hor: deH Al exander, Harry: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: none: US EPA

Docunent Nunber: REN- 003-0586 To 0586 Date: 03/09/92

Title: (Letter forwarding the enclosed monthly report for February 1992 regarding the Renora Site
remedi ati on work effort)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: deH Al exander, Henry: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA
Attached: REN 003-0587

Docunent Nunber: REN 003-0587 To 0588 Parent: REN 003-0586 Date: 02/01/92
Title: Renora Site Renediation, Monthly Report - February 1992

Type: REPCRT
Aut hor: deH. Al exander, Henry: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: none: US EPA

Docunent Nunber: REN-003-0589 To 0589 Date: 02/07/92

Title: (Letter forwarding the enclosed nonthly report for January 1992 regarding the Renora Site
renedi ati on work effort)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: deH. Al exander, Henry: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA
Attached: REN-003-0590



Docunent Number: REN-003-0590 To 0592 Par ent : REN- 003- 0589 Date: 01/01/92
Title: Renora Site Renediation, Mnthly Report - April 1992

Type: REPORT
Aut hor: deH. Al exander, Harry: Betz Converse Miurdoch (BCM
Reci pient: none: US EPA

Docunent Nunmber: REN 003-0593 To 0593 Date: 01/06/92

Title: (Letter forwarding the enclosed nonthly report for Septenber 1991 regarding the Renora Site
remedi ati on work effort)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: deH Al exander, Harry: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA
Attached: REN 003-0594

Docunent Number: REN-003-0594 To 0596 Parent: REN- 003- 0593 Date: 12/01/91
Title: Renora Site Renediation, Monthly Report - Decenber 1991

Type: REPORT
Aut hor: deH Al exander, Harry: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: none: US EPA

Docunent Nunber: REN- 003-0597 To 0597 Date: 12/09/91

Title: (Letter forwarding the enclosed monthly report for Novenber 1991 regarding the Renora Site
remedi ati on work effort)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: Quest, Daniel T.: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA
Attached: REN-003-0598

Docunent Nunber: REN 003-0598 To 0600 Parent: REN 003-0597 Date: 11/01/91
Title: Renora Site Renediation, Monthly Report - Novenber 1991

Type: REPCRT
Aut hor: Quest, Daniel T.: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: none: US EPA

Docunent Nunber: REN 003-0601 To 0601 Date: 11/07/91

Title: (Letter forwarding the enclosed nonthly report for Cctober 1991 regarding the Renora Site
renmedi ati on work effort)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: Rochat - Hel bi g, Barbara: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA
Attached: REN-003-0602



Docunent Nunber: REN-003-0602 To 0604 Par ent : REN- 003- 0601 Date: 10/01/91
Title: Renora Site Renediation, Monthly Report - COctober 1991

Type: REPORT
Aut hor: Rochat - Hel bi g, Barbara: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: none: US EPA

Docunent Nunber: REN- 003-0605 To 0605 Date: 10/09/91

Title: (Letter forwarding the enclosed nonthly report for Septenber 1991 regarding the Renora Site
remedi ati on work effort)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: Rochat-Hel big, Barbara: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA
Attached: REN- 003-0606

Docunment Nunber: REN- 003-0606 To 0608 Parent: REN- 003- 0605 Date: 09/01/91
Title: Renora Site Renediation, Monthly Report - Septenber 1991

Type: REPORT
Aut hor: Rochat-Hel big, Barbara: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: none: US EPA

Docunent Nunber: REN- 003-0609 To 0609 Date: 09/09/91

Title: (Letter forwarding the enclosed nmonthly report for August 1991 regarding the Renora Site
remedi ati on work effort)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: Rochat-Hel big, Barbara: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA
Attached: REN-003-0610

Docunent Nunber: REN 003-0610 To 0611 Parent: REN- 003-0609 Date: 08/01/91
Title: Renora Site Renediation, Monthly Report - August 1991

Type: REPCRT
Aut hor: Rochat - Hel bi g, Barbara: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: none: US EPA

Docunent Nunber: REN 003-0612 To 0612 Date: 08/06/91

Title: (Letter forwarding the enclosed nonthly report for July 1991 regarding the Renora Site
renmedi ati on work effort)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: Rochat - Hel bi g, Barbara: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA
Attached: REN-003-0613



Docunent Nunber: REN-003-0613 To 0614 Parent: REN 003-0612 Date: 07/01/91
Title: Renora Site Renediation, Mnthly Report - July 1991

Type: REPORT
Aut hor: Rochat - Hel bi g, Barbara: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: none: US EPA

Docunent Nunmber: REN 003-0615 To 0615 Date: 07/08/91

Title: (Letter forwarding the enclosed nonthly report for June 1991 regarding the Renora Site
remedi ation work effort)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: Rochat-Hel big, Barbara: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA
Attached: REN 003-0616

Docunent Number: REN-003-0616 To 0617 Par ent : REN- 003- 0615 Date: 06/01/91
Title: Renora Site Renediation, Monthly Report - June 1991

Type: REPORT
Aut hor: Rochat-Hel big, Barbara: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: none: US EPA

Docunent Nunber: REN-003-0618 To 0618 Date: 06/06/91

Title: (Letter forwarding the enclosed nmonthly report for May 1991 regarding the Renora Site
remedi ati on work effort)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: Rochat-Hel big, Barbara: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA
Attached: REN 003-0619

Docurent Nunber: REN-003-0619 To 0620 Parent: REN- 003-0618 Date: 05/01/91
Title: Renora Site Renediation, Monthly Report - July 1991

Type: REPORT
Aut hor: Rochat-Hel big, Barbara: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: none: US EPA

Docunent Nunber: REN-003-0621 To 0621 Date: 05/07/91

Title: (Letter forwarding the enclosed nmonthly report for April 1991 regarding the Renora Site
renedi ati on work effort)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: Rochat-Hel bi g, Barbara: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA
Attached: REN-003-0622



Docunent Number: REN-003-0622 To 0623 Parent: REN 003-0621 Date: 04/01/91
Title: Renora Site Renediation, Monthly Report - April 1991

Type: REPORT
Aut hor: Rochat - Hel bi g, Barbara: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: none: US EPA

Docunent Nunber: REN-003- 0624 To 0624 Date: 04/05/91

Title: (Letter forwarding the enclosed nonthly report for March 1991 regarding the Renora Site
remedi ati on work effort)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: Rochat-Hel big, Barbara: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA
Attached: REN 003-0625

Docunent Number: REN-003-0625 To 0626 Parent: REN- 003-0624 Date: 03/01/91
Title: Renora Site Renediation, Monthly Report - March 1991

Type: REPORT
Aut hor: Rochat-Hel big, Barbara: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: none: US EPA

Docunent Nunber: REN- 003-0627 To 0627 Dat e: 03/ 05/91

Title: (Letter forwarding the enclosed monthly report for February 1991 regarding the Renora Site
remedi ati on work effort)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: Rochat-Hel big, Barbara: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA
Attached: REN 003-0628

Docurment Nunmber: REN-003- 0628 To 0629 Parent: REN 003-0627 Date: 02/01/91
Title: Renora Site Renediation, Monthly Report - February 1991

Type: REPORT
Aut hor: Rochat-Hel big, Barbara: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: none: US EPA

Docunment Nunber: REN-003-0630 To 0630 Date: 02/04/91

Title: (Letter forwarding the enclosed nonthly report for January 1991 regarding the Renora Site
renedi ati on work effort)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: Rochat-Hel bi g, Barbara: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA
Attached: REN-003-0631



Docunent Nunber: REN-003-0631 To 0632 Par ent : REN- 003- 0630 Date: 01/01/91
Title: Renora Site Renediation, Monthly Report - January 1991

Type: REPORT
Aut hor: Rochat - Hel bi g, Barbara: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: none: US EPA

Docunent Nunber: REN 003-0633 To 0633 Date: 01/08/91

Title: (Letter forwarding the enclosed nonthly report for Decenmber 1990 regarding the Renora Site
remedi ati on work effort)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: Rochat-Hel big, Barbara: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA
Attached: REN 003-0634

Docunent Number: REN-003-0634 To 0635 Parent: REN- 003-0633 Date: 12/01/90
Title: Renora Site Renediation, Monthly Report - Decenber 1990

Type: REPORT
Aut hor: Rochat-Hel big, Barbara: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: none: US EPA

Docunent Nunber: REN- 003-0636 To 0636 Date: 12/07/90

Title: (Letter forwarding the enclosed monthly report for Novenber 1990 regarding the Renora Site
remedi ati on work effort)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: Rochat-Hel big, Barbara: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA
Attached: REN 003-0637

Docunent Nunber: REN 003-0637 To 0639 Parent: REN 003-0636 Date: 11/01/90
Title: Renora Site Renediation, Monthly Report - Novenber 1990

Type: REPORT
Aut hor: Rochat-Hel big, Barbara: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: none: US EPA

Docunment Nunber: REN-003-0640 To 0640 Date: 11/08/90

Title: (Letter forwarding the enclosed nonthly report for COctober 1990 regarding the Renora Site
renedi ati on work effort)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: Rochat-Hel bi g, Barbara: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA
Attached: REN- 003-0641



Docunent Nunmber: REN 003-0641 To 0642 Parent: REN 003-0640 Date: 10/01/90
Title: Renora Site Renediation, Monthly Report - Cctober 1990

Type: REPORT
Aut hor: Rochat - Hel bi g, Barbara: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: none: US EPA

Docunent Nunber: REN- 003-0643 To 0643 Date: 10/08/90

Title: (Letter forwarding the enclosed nonthly report for Septenmber 1990 regarding the Renora Site
remedi ati on work effort)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: Rochat-Hel big, Barbara: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA
Attached: REN 003-0644

Docunment Nunber: REN- 003-0644 To 0645 Parent: REN 003-0643 Date: 09/01/90
Title: Renora Site Renediation, Monthly Report - Septenber 1990

Type: REPORT
Aut hor: Rochat-Hel big, Barbara: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: none: US EPA

Docunent Nunber: REN- 003-0646 To 0646 Date: 09/07/90

Title: (Letter forwarding the enclosed monthly report for August 1990 regarding the Renora Site
remedi ati on work effort)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: deH. Al exander, Henry: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA
Attached: REN-003-0647

Docunent Nunber: REN 003-0647 To 0649 Parent: REN 003-0646 Date: 08/01/90
Title: Renora Site Renediation, Monthly Report - August 1990

Type: REPCRT
Aut hor: deH. Al exander, Henry: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: none: US EPA

Docunent Nunber: REN-003-0650 To 0650 Date: 08/06/90

Title: (Letter forwarding the enclosed nonthly report for July 1990 regarding the Renora Site
renedi ati on work effort)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: deH. Al exander, Henry: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA
Attached: REN 003-0651



Docunent Nunmber: REN 003-0651 To 0652 Parent: REN 003-0650 Date: 07/01/90
Title: Renora Site Renediation, Monthly Report - July 1990

Type: REPORT
Aut hor: deH. Al exander, Henry: Betz Converse Miurdoch (BCM
Reci pient: none: US EPA

Docunent Nunber: REN- 003-0653 To 0653 Date: 07/06/90

Title: (Letter forwarding the enclosed nonthly report for June 1990 regarding the Renora Site
remedi ati on work effort)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: deH Al exander, Henry: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA
Attached: REN 003-0654

Docunent Number: REN-003-0654 to 0655 Parent: REN- 003- 0653 Date: 06/01/90
Title: Renora Site Renediation, Monthly Report - June 1990

Type: REPORT
Aut hor: deH Al exander, Henry: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: none: US EPA

Docunent Nunber: REN- 003-0656 To 0656 Date: 06/08/90

Title: (Letter forwarding the enclosed nmonthly report for May 1990 regarding the Renora Site
remedi ati on work effort)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: deH Al exander, Henry: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA
Attached: REN 003-0657

Docunent Nunber: REN- 003-0657 To 0659 Parent: REN 003-0656 Date: 05/01/90
Title: Renora Site Renediation, Monthly Report - May 1990

Type: REPORT
Aut hor: deH. Al exander, Henry: Betz Converse Murdoch (BCM
Reci pient: none: US EPA

Docunment Nunber: REN-003-0660 To 0660 Date: 05/07/90

Title: (Letter forwarding the enclosed nmonthly report for April 1990 regarding the Renora Site
renedi ati on work effort)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: deH. Al exander, Henry: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA
Attached: REN- 003-0661



Docunent Nunber: REN-003-0661 To 0662 Parent: REN 003-0660 Date: 04/01/90

Title: Renora Site Renediation, Monthly Report - April 1990

Type: REPORT
Aut hor: deH. Al exander, Henry: Betz Converse Miurdoch (BCM

Reci pient: none: US EPA
Date: 04/03/90

Docunent Nunber: REN-003-0663 To 0663
(Letter forwarding the enclosed nonthly report for March 1990 regarding the Renora Site

Title:
remedi ati on work effort)
Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: deH Al exander, Henry: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM

Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA
Attached: REN 003-0664

Parent: REN-003-0663 Dat e: 03/01/90

Docunent Nunber: REN- 003-0664 To 0665

Title: Renora Site Renediation, Monthly Report - March 1990
Type: REPORT
Aut hor: deH Al exander, Henry: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: none: US EPA
Date: 03/07/90

Docunent Nunber: REN-003-0666 To 0666
(Letter forwarding the enclosed nmonthly report for February 1990 regarding the Renora Site

Title:
remedi ati on work effort)
Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: deH Al exander, Henry: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM

Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA
Attached: REN 003-0667

Docunent Nunber: REN-003-0667 To 0668 Parent: REN- 003-0666 Date: 02/01/90

Renora Site Renediation, Mnthly Report - February 1990

Title:
Type: REPORT
Aut hor: deH. Al exander, Henry: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCV
Reci pient: none: US EPA
Date: 01/18/90

Docunent Number: REN-003-0669 To 0669
(Letter forwarding copies of Sybron Chemical's conpleted draft treatability study report for

Title:
the Renora site)
Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: deH. Al exander, Henry: Betz Converse Miurdoch (BCM

Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA



Docunent Nunmber: REN-003-0670 To 0670 Date: 01/04/90

Title: (Letter forwarding the enclosed nonthly report for January 1990 regarding the Renora Site
remedi ati on work effort)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: deH Al exander, Henry: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA
Attached: REN- 003-0671

Docunent Number: REN-003-0671 To 0672 Parent: REN- 003-0670 Date: 01/01/90
Title: Renora Site Renediation, Monthly Report - January 1990

Type: REPORT
Aut hor: deH Al exander, Henry: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: none: US EPA

Docunent Nunber: REN- 003-0673 To 0673 Date: 01/04/90

Title: (Letter forwarding the enclosed monthly report for Decenber 1989 regarding the Renora Site
remedi ati on work effort)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Condi tion: MARG NALIA
Aut hor: deH. Al exander, Henry: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA
Attached: REN- 003-0674

Docunent Nunber: REN 003-0674 To 0675 Parent: REN 003-0673 Date: 12/01/89
Title: Renora Site Renediation, Monthly Report - Decenber 1989

Type: REPCRT
Aut hor: deH. Al exander, Henry: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: none: US EPA

Docunent Nunber: REN-003-0676 To 0678 Date: 05/31/94

Title: (Letter regarding the Renora Superfund Site, Edison Township, M ddl esex County, Phase Il
Feasability Study dated May 1994)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: Purcell, Christina H: New Jersey Departnent of Environmental Protection and Energy
Reci pient: none: Harney, Joyce: US EPA
Attached: REN-003-0679

Docunent Number: REN-003-0679 To 0683 Parent: REN 003-0676 Date: [/ [/
Title: Subchapter 9: Sealing of Abandoned Wlls
Type: QO her

Aut hor: none: none
Reci pient: none: none



Docunent Nunber: REN-003-0684 To 0684/ A Date: 01/11/94

Title: (Letter stating that the New Jersey Departnment of Environmental Protection and Energy di sagrees
with the EPA's conclusion that a | and use restriction would not be necessary to inpose on the
Renora Site after the renoval action is conducted)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: Mller, Lance R: New Jersey Departnent of Environnental Protection and Energy
Reci pient: Pavlou, George: US EPA

Docunent Nunber: REN- 003-0688 To 0690 Dat e: 03/04/93

Title: (Letter regarding the Renora Superfund Site, Edison Township, M ddlesex County, Suppl emnental
Phase || Feasability Study dated January 1993)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: Purcell, Christina H: New Jersey Departnent of Environmental Protection and Energy
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA

Docunent Nunber: REN-003-0691 To 0698 Date: 11/16/92

Title: (Letter regarding Renora Inc., Edison Township, Mddlesex County, Draft Ri sk Assessnent I|I
and Draft Feasability Study Report 11)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: Purcell, Christina H: New Jersey Departnent of Environmental Protection and Energy
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA

Docunent Nunber: REN-003-0699 To 0701 Date: 08/26/92

Title: (Letter regarding the Renora Site, Edison Township, M ddlesex County, Report of Sanpling
Resul t s)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: Purcell, Christina H: New Jersey Departnent of Environmental Protection and Energy
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA

Docunent Nunber: REN-003-0702 To 0703 Date: 02/07/92

Title: (Letter commenting on the conference call of 2/7/92 regarding various wells at the Renora
Site)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: Purcell, Christina H: New Jersey Departnent of Environmental Protection and Energy
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA

Docunent Nunmber: REN-003-0704 To 0704 Date: 10/23/91

Title: (Letter stating that MIEDEPE has reviewed the revised Sanpling Plan, the Health and Saftey
Plan, and the Quality Assurance Plan for the Renora Site incorporating all of MIDEPE s previous
comment s)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: Purcell, Christina H: New Jersey Departnent of Environmental Protection and Energy
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA



Docunent Nunmber: REN- 003-0705 To 0705 Date: 05/17/91

Title: (Letter comrenting on the prelimnary Treatability Study for the Renora Site prepared by BCM
Engi neers dated March 1991)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: Luzecky, Roman S.: New Jersey Departnment of Environnmental Protection
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA

Docunment Nunber: REN-003-0706 To 0707 Date: 05/16/91

Title: (Letter commenting on the Revised Sanpling Plan (RSP), Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP),
and the addendumto the Health and Safety Plan (HSP) for the Renora Site all dated 1991 prepared
by BCM Engi neers)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: Luzecky, Roman S.: New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA

Docunent Nunber: REN-003-0708 To 0708 Date: 01/24/91

Title: (Letter stating that MIDEP recomends approval of the revised work plan for Phase Il Feasability
Study for the Renora Site prepared by dated 1990, and revi sed Decenber 1990)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: Luzecky, Roman S.: New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA

Docunent Nunber: REN-003-0709 To 0710 Date: 09/28/90

Title: (Letter commenting on the revised Sanpling Plan for the prelimnary stabilization/solidification
treatability study at the Renora Inc. Site prepared by BCM Engi neers dated July 1988 and
revi sed Sept enber 1990)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: Luzecky, Roman S.: New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA

Docunent Nunber: REN 003-0711 To 0711 Date: 09/14/90

Title: (Letter stating that MIDEP finds the use of a filter fence installed continuously along the
M 11 Brook acceptable provided that the filter fence and ol eophillic polymer is installed deep
enough to intercept oil seeping into the brook)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: Luzecky, Roman S.: New Jersey Departnent of Environmental Protection
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA
Attached: REN-003-0712



Docunment Nunber: REN-003-0712 To 0713 Parent: REN-003-0711 Date: 09/14/90

Title: (Fax copy of the letter in which MIDEP accepts the use of a installed continuously
along the MII| Brook)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: Luzecky, Roman S.: New Jersey Departnment of Environnmental Protection
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA

Docunment Nunber: REN-003-0714 To 0714 Date: 08/20/90

Title: (Letter stating that MIDEP has no conments on the biorenediati on studies performed for the
Renora Site, that bioremediation is unlikely to work on the contanination, and that the
bi orenedi ati on studi es are approved as subm tted)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: Luzecky, Roman S.: New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA

Docunent Nunber: REN-003-0715 To 0716 Date: 06/12/90

Title: (Latter commenting on the Draft Renora Site Remedi ati on Sanpling Pl an prepared by BCM Engi neers
dated April 1990)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: Luzecky, Roman S.: New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA

Docunent Nunber: REN-003-0717 To 0718 Date: 03/20/90

Title: (Letter regarding a site inspection conducted at the Renora Site by the MIDEP geol ogi st on
March 9, 1990)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: Luzecky, Roman S.: New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA

Docunent Nunber: REN-003-0719 To 0720 Date: 03/04/90

Title: (Letter conmmenting on the draft workplan for the Focused Feasability Study for the Renora
Inc. Site prepared by the BCM Engi neers dated January 1990)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: Luzecky, Roman S.: New Jersey Departnent of Environmental Protection
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA

Docunent Nunber: REN-003-0721 To 0721 Date: 02/15/90

Title: (Letter stating ML.DEP' s approval of the Sanpling and Analysis Results for the PCB excavation
and off-site landfilling phase of the Renora Site renediati on as approved as prepared by BCM
Engi neers dated January 15, 1990)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: Luzecky, Roman S.: New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA



Docunment Nunber: REN-003-0722 To 0746 Date: 08/22/90

Title: Admnistrative Oder, Index No. |l-CERCLA-00111, in the Matter of: Renora, Inc. Site, Edison,
New Jer sey

Type: LEGAL DOCUMENT
Aut hor: Sidanon-Eristoff, Constan: US EPA
Reci pient: wvarious: various PRPs

Docunment Nunber: REN-003-0747 To 0747 Date: 03/12/91

Title: (Letter submitting the enclosed Order Mdifying the Consent Decree in the USA v. Al can A uni num
Corp., Gvil Action No. 88-4646; and State of New Jersey v. A can Al um num Corp., Gvil Action
No. 88-4670)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: Brooks-Davi dson, Carrick: US Dept of Justice
Recipient: Cdark: US District Court
Attached: REN-003-0748

Docunent Nunber: REN-003-0748 To 0760 Parent: REN 003-0747 Date: 03/21/89

Title: United States of America v. Alcan Aluminum Corp. et. al., CGvil Action No. 88-4670, Hon.
Nicholas H Politan; State of New Jersey v. Al can AluniumCorp. et. al., Gvil Action No.

88-4670, Hon. Nicholas H Politan

Type: LEGAL DOCUMENT
Aut hor: Brook-Davi dson, Carrick: US Dept of Justice
Engel, Richard F.: Deputy Attorney Ceneral, State of New Jersey
Tucker, WIlliamC : Assistant Regional Counsel, EPA
Reci pient: Hyatt, WIlliamH : Pitney, Hardin, Kipp & Szuch
Worton, Kenneth H: New Jersey Transit Bus Qperations, Inc.

Docunent Nunber: REN-003-0761 To 0764 Date: 08/19/92

Title: (Letter registering the Renora Trust's objection to the decision by the U S. EPAto require
the Trust to prepare the supplenental feasability study for the Renora Site prior to conpletion
by the EPA of the risk assessnent)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Aut hor: deH Al exander, Henry: Betz Converse Mirdoch (BCM
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA

Docunent Nunber: REN- 003-0765 To 0766 Date: 09/26/91

Title: (Letter invoking dispute resolution regarding the civil Action No. 88-4646 (NHP), Consent
Decree entered March 21, 1989)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: Hyatt, WIlliamH : Pitney, Hardin, Kipp & Szuch
Reci pient: various: various



Docunent Nunmber: REN- 003-0767 To 0769 Date: 10/16/90

Title: (Letter designating Daniel T. CQuest, P.E. as the facility Coordinator pursuant to Section
VI1(A) of the Renora, Inc. Superfund Site Administrative Order |Index -11-CERCLA-00111)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: Hyatt, WIlliamH : Pitney, Hardin, Kipp & Szuch
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA

Docunent Nunber: REN-003-0770 To 0775 Date: 05/18/90

Title: (Letter suggesting alternate approaches to the perfornmance of the Phase Il Feasability Study
or the renediation of the Renora Site, and providing comrents on the draft Adm strative O der
on Consent received April 25, 1990)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: Hyatt, WIlliamH: Pitney, Hardin, Kipp & Szuch
Reci pi ent: Tucker, WIlliam Esq.: US EPA

Docunent Nunber: REN-003-0776 To 0776 Date: 03/11/92

Title: (Letter thanking Ms. Harney for being sensitive to the concern of the comunity surroundi ng
the Renora Site)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: Gun, John O : Edison NJ, Town of
Reci pient: Harney, Joyce: US EPA

Docunent Number: REN-003-0777 To 0788 Date: 06/01/94
Title: Proposed Plan for Renora Inc. Site

Type: PLAN
Aut hor: none: US EPA
Reci pient: none: none

Docunent Number: REN-003-0789 To 0789 Date: 11/01/90
Title: (Letter rescinding the Unilateral Order entered August 22, 1990)
Type: CORRESPONDENCE

Author: none: US EPA
Reci pient: Hyatt, WIlliamH : Pitney, Hardin, Kipp & Szuch
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APPENDI X |V
RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY

RENCRA, | NC. SUPERFUND SI TE

I NTRODUCTI ON

A responsi veness summary is required by Superfund policy. It provides a summary of the public's comrents
(received during the public comrent period and at the public neeting) and the United States Environnental
Protection Agency's (EPA s) response to these concerns. Al comrents sunmmarized in this docunent have
been considered in EPA's final selection of a remedy for the Renora site.

This community relations responsiveness summary is divided into the follow ng sections:
I. Overview This section describes EPA's preferred alternative for remedial action.

I'l. Summary of Community Relations Activities: This section describes comunity relations activities
related to the Renora site.

I1l. Public Meeting Comrents and EPA Responses: This section provides a summary of commentors' major issues
and concerns, and responds to all significant comments raised at the public neeting.

V. Response to Witten Comments: This section provides a summary of, and responses to, witten comrents
recei ved during the public conmrent period.

. OVERVIEW

The sel ected renmedy for the site includes excavation of the top two feet of soil and off-site disposal at an
EPA approved landfill, and backfilling of the site with certified clean fill.

EPA did not receive any public comments that indicate that changes to the selected renedial alternative are
appropri ate.

I, SUMVARY OF COVMINI TY RELATI ONS ACTI VI TI ES

The Phase Il Feasibility Study (FS) report, and the Proposed Plan for the site were rel eased for public
comrent on July 20, 1994. These docunents are available to the public in the admnistrative record file at
t he EPA Docket Roomin Region I, New York and the information repository at the Edi son Township Public
Library located on Plainfield Avenue in Edi son Townshi p, New Jersey. The notice of availability for these
docunents was published in the News Tribune on July 20, 1994. The public comrent period was held fromJuly
20, 1994 to August 18, 1994.

On August 9, 1994, EPA conducted a public neeting at the Edi son Township Minicipal Building to, 1) inform
local officials and interested citizens about the Superfund process, 2) review current and pl anned renedi al
activities at the site, and 3) respond to any questions fromarea residents and ot her attendees.

Community invol venent with Renora site activities has been sonewhat limted. EPA distributed the Proposed
Plan for the Renora site to nore than 350 area residents; however, attendance at the public neeting was
limted. The nmajority of the comments received fromthe |ocal comunity involved risk-related issues.



I11. PUBLI C MEETI NG COWENTS AND EPA RESPONSES

The questions and coments rai sed during the public neeting are grouped into the followi ng categories
A, Renediation of Subsurface Soils

B. Renediation of Gound Water

C. Renediation of MII| Brook Surface Water and Sedi ments

D. R sk Issues

E. Adninistrative Record Docunents

F. Replacenment of the Perineter Fence

G  Environmental Land-Use Restriction

H D sposal of Excavated Soi

Each question or comment is followed by EPA' s response, as required.
A.  Renediation of Subsurface Soils

1. Arepresentative of Congressman Pallone's office stated that the Congressman believes it is critical for
EPA to address the subsurface arsenic contam nation and requested an explanation as to why renediation of the
subsurface soils is not part of EPA s cl eanup plan

EPA Response: EPA's Risk Assessnent eval uated the potential carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risk of
exposure to subsurface soils using a future-excavati on worker scenario. The potential risks were assessed
usi ng the reasonabl e maxi mum exposure (i.e., the "worst case" exposure scenari o) which assumes that an
excavation worker woul d be exposed to the nmaxi mum concentrati on of contaminants at the site for 65 days and
woul d ingest 480 milligrans per day (ng/day) of the soil containing the maxi num concentration

The results of the risk assessnent reveal ed that even though reasonabl e maxi mum exposure val ues were used
the potential carcinogenic risk of exposure to subsurface soils is well within EPA's acceptabl e risk range.
The cal culated risk to an excavation worker was 2 x 10-5, or two in one hundred thousand, while EPA's
acceptable risk range is one in ten thousand to one in a mllion

The potential non-carcinogenic risk of exposure to subsurface soils was deternined to be greater than EPA s
acceptable risk level. A hazard index of 10 was cal cul ated conpared to EPA's acceptable level of 1.0. This
indicates that there may be a concern for chronic health effects. However, because this risk is solely due to
the presence of elevated concentrations of arsenic in subsurface soils, in particular, the nmaxi mum
concentration that was detected in only one sanple (taken fromeight to ten feet below the surface), EPA
concluded it was necessary to exam ne the assunptions utilized in the risk assessnent.

Use of the reasonabl e maxi num exposure (ingestion of 480 ng/day of the maxi num concentration of arsenic for
65 days) is extrenely conservative and may overestimate the potential non-carcinogenic risk of exposure to
the subsurface soils. The ingestion rate of 480 ng/day is based on gardening activities (contact with soi
usi ng hand tool s); however, an excavation worker is nore likely to use heavy machi nery which would result in
a maxi numsoil ingestion rate of 50 ng/day. In addition, the 65 days of excavation activities would not be
limted to the one area -- eight to ten feet bel ow the surface -- where the maxi mum concentration of arsenic
was detected. The excavati on worker woul d reasonably be exposed to subsurface soils over the entire site
resulting in exposure to an average (rather than nmaxi nun) concentration of arsenic during the 65 days of
excavation activities. Therefore, EPA also evaluated the risk based on a "central tendency", using the
average risk parameters noted above. The use of these central tendency values results in a decrease of the
hazard index to 0.2, indicating that adverse non-carcinogenic effects are unlikely to occur.



In addition, risk also depends on a chemcal's toxicity factor. The potential non-carcinogenic risk of
exposure to subsurface soils was generated by conparing the chronic daily intake to the reference dose, which
is a neasure of arsenic's threshold for causing chronic adverse health effects. Since the daily exposure
dose in the excavation- worker scenario, which is of sub-chronic duration (two to seven years), is being
conpared to a threshol d dose (RfD) based on a chronic exposure (greater than seven years), the potential risk
of the sub-chronic exposure (65 days) woul d be considerably | ower.

Finally, it should be recognized that since the maxi mum concentration of arsenic was detected at eight to ten
feet below the surface, it is unlikely that anyone will cone in contact with it. However, even if casua
contact with these soils were to occur, the naxi mum concentration of arsenic detected in the subsurface soils
is not high enough to cause acute health effects, and therefore, does not represent an inmmnent and
substantial health threat.

Therefore, since the subsurface soils do not pose an unacceptabl e carci nogeni ¢ or non-carcinogenic risk
(based on the anal yses, above), EPA has determ ned that remnedi ation of the subsurface soils is not required.

2. Arepresentative of the Edi son Wt | ands Associ ati on suggested that the reason EPA is not addressing the
subsurface soil contanination is to save the potentially responsible parties' (PRPs) noney. |In addition, he
stated that because a | and-use restriction would be required, the site's future use would be |inited.

EPA Response: EPA selected the preferred alternative based on an evaluation of four alternatives with
respect to the follow ng nine evaluation criteria:

I Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environnent

Conpl i ance with Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenents

Long- Term Ef f ecti veness

Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility or Vol unme through Treat nent

Short - Term Ef f ecti veness

Inpl emrentability

Cost

St at e Accept ance

Conmmuni ty Accept ance

As required by the National O and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP), EPA uses the above
criteria to select renedies at all Superfund sites — regardless of who is paying for remediation of the
site. EPA selected the preferred remedy because it provides the best balance of the nine evaluation criteria
-- not to reduce renediation costs for the PRPs

In addition, as stated above, EPA determ ned that renediation of subsurface soils was not necessary based on
an assessment of the risk and |ikelihood of exposure to subsurface soils. As explained, the risks associated
with the subsurface soils are within EPA's acceptabl e risk range

EPA agrees that a land-use restriction would limt devel opnment of the site. However, the restriction would
only apply to subsurface soils. Because the water table is rather shallow (five feet below the surface) in
sone areas of the site, excavation activities would likely be confined above the water table. Therefore, a
restriction on use of the deep soils at the site is not expected to significantly hinder future devel oprment
or use of the site. EPA believes that renmoval of the top two feet of soil and replacement with clean fill
woul d provide additional flexibility for future devel opnent.



B. Renedi ation of Gound Water

1. Arepresentative of Congressnman Pallone's office stated that the Congressman believes that EPA should
include ground water as part of its final cleanup action at the Renora site since the potential risk posed by
ingestion of unfiltered ground water at the site exceeds EPA s acceptable risk range. A menber of the

t ownshi p council al so expressed concern about the risk due to ground water.

EPA Response: Al though EPA conservatively eval uated the risk of exposure to shallow ground water underlying

the site, it is not considered a conpl ete pathway of exposure. EPA determned that the shall ow ground water

flows in a horizontal direction and discharges into MI| Brook. Due to the |ow perneability of the shallow

aqui fer, which inpedes downward flow of contam nants, it is reasonable to assune that only the shall ow

aqui fer has been inmpacted. Since all potable wells in the vicinity of the site are cased in the deep aquifer
(greater than 100 feet), it is unlikely that a well would be installed in the shallow aquifer. However, if a
well were installed in the shallow aquifer, its poor productivity would result in low yielding wells that

woul d not support a potable water supply. |In addition, nost Edi son Township residents depend on public water
for their public water supply.

Nonet hel ess, EPA did quantitatively assess the risk due to exposure to site ground water in its risk
assessnent. Results of the risk assessnent reveal ed that the potential cancer risk associated with ingestion
of unfiltered shallow ground water exceeds EPA's acceptable risk range. Because the unfiltered ground water
contains a high percentage of sedinents, EPA considers ingestion of the unfiltered ground water to be the
wor st - case scenario. |f shallow ground water underlying the site were to be used as potable water, it would
require a filtering systemto renove the solids. Therefore, EPA believes that the concentrations of
contaminants in the filtered ground water are nore representative of the concentrations that woul d be
ingested. EPA's assessnment of the potential carcinogenic risk associated with ingestion of filtered ground
water risk shows it to fall within EPA's acceptable risk range.

Based on the risk assessment, site conditions and ground water usage in the vicinity of the site, EPA
concl uded that exposure to the contami nated ground water underlying the site is highly unlikely, and that
remedi ati on of the shallow ground water is not required.

2. The Director of Health and Human Resources in Edi son Township stated that the township will not allow
ground water wells to be installed on or near the site wi thout permssion fromthe state and the township.

EPA Response: EPA appreciates the township's efforts to limt installation of newwells in the vicinity of
the site, and is willing to provide the township with any ground water quality information which may be of
assi st ance.

C. Renedi ation of MII| Brook Surface Water and Sedi nents

1. A representative of the Edi son Wtlands Association stated that EPA's preferred remedy woul d not achi eve
one of the renedial objectives for the site (preventing further contam nation of MII Brook) since, 1) the
contam nated ground water will not be renediated, and 2) the contam nated ground water will continue to

di scharge into MII Brook after renediation of the surface soils is conpleted.

EPA Response: EPA disagrees. EPA sanpled MI| Brook surface water and sedi ments upstreamfromthe site,

adj acent to the site, and downstreamfromthe site, to determine if the site is a significant source of
contanmination. The results showed that pol ycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) are the only contam nants
detected at hi gher concentrations downstream from and adjacent to the site. Since the highest |evels of PAHs
are found in the surface soils, contam nation of MII| brook is nost likely occurring through surface runoff.
Therefore, renoval of the contam nated surface soils and replacement with clean fill should prevent further
contam nation of MII| Brook.

The shall ow ground water will continue to discharge into MIIl Brook. However, EPA determned that the

shal | ow ground water is not contributing significant contam nation to MII Brook because contam nants found
in the ground water were detected in MIIl Brook at sinmilar concentrations upstreamfrom adjacent to, and
downstreamfromthe site. 1In addition, the results of EPA s risk assessnent indicated that exposure to MII



Brook surface water and sedi nents does not pose an unacceptable risk to human health and the
envi ronnent .

D. Risk Issues: Ceneral

1. Avrepresentative of the Edison Wtlands Association stated that EPA' s risk assessnent process is not
based on scientific principles, and that there are many sources of uncertainty in the risk assessment. He
further stated that because 1) risk nodels are based on studies performed with rats and 2) the effects of
exposure to multiple contam nants are not considered, the risk assessment may underestinmate risk to human
heal t h.

EPA Response: R sk assessnent is an evol ving science that EPA is constantly striving to i nprove. The
foundation of risk assessnent is based on scientific principles, however, existing data gaps may result in
sone degree of uncertainty. Sone exanples of these data gaps include the qualification and quantification of
anal ytical data, extrapol ation of dose-response relationships fromanimals to humans, and measures of
exposure (i.e., ingestion rate and duration of exposure).

To account for possible uncertainties in assessing risk, EPA uses very conservative assunptions including
reasonabl e maxi num exposure (the naxi mum exposure reasonably expected to occur) for contan nant
concentrations and exposure frequency. |n addition, EPA uses reference doses (the threshold for causing
adverse health effects) which incorporate safety factors to account for extrapol ation of animal studies to
humans. For exanple, EPA nay add a safety factor of up to 10,000 to a dose that causes adverse effects
inrats to estinate the dose that will cause simlar effects in humans.

EPA' s risk assessnent process also includes an eval uation of the additive effect of all contam nants of
concern found at a site for each pathway of exposure (i.e., the risk associated with exposure to each
contaminant is summed to determned the total risk of exposure).

2. The president of the Association at Edison G en Condom niuns asked if the Renora site contanination posed
arisk to the residents of Edison den. |In addition, she asked if additional sanpling of the Edison Qden
property shoul d be conduct ed.

EPA Response: EPA has deternined that the contami nation found at the Renora site does not pose a risk to the
resi dents of Edison d en.

Due to concern about possible arsenic contam nation in the surface soils at the Edison @ en condom ni um
conpl ex, EPA conducted sanpling of the surface soils on the Edison den property. The results indicated
that, with the exception of one area (which EPA will be renediating), the concentration of arsenic is bel ow
20 parts per nmillion, which is consistent with background levels in the State of New Jersey.

E. Administrative Record Docunents

1. The Director of Health and Human Resources in Edi son Township asked if the letter he sent to EPA during
the public comment period would be part of the official record.

EPA Response: The letter will be included in Attachnment A of the Responsiveness Summary, which will be
incorporated into EPA's Administrative Record. The Adnministrative Record for the site may be viewed in the
Edi son Township Public Library |ocated on Plainfield Avenue, or EPA's Superfund Docunent Center located in
EPA's Region Il Ofice in New York Gty.

F. Replacenent of Perineter Fence

1. The Director of Health and Human Resources in Edi son Township stated that he wants the perineter fence to
be reinstalled after the remediation is conplete to prevent unauthorized use of the site.

EPA Response: Unlike Alternatives 2 and 3 which depend on mai ntenance of the site fence for long term
effectiveness, the selected renmedy does not require naintenance of the fence to ensure protectiveness. Since



all contam nation of concern will be renoved fromthe site, EPA does not believe that the renedy nust include
long term nmai ntenance of the fence. However, EPA acknow edges the concern about unauthorized site use. EPA
does not anticipate that the existing fence will need to be renoved during excavation and

backfilling activities. However, if sections do need to be renoved, EPA will request that the contractor
reinstall the existing fence.

G Environnental Land-Use Restriction

1. Avrepresentative of the New Jersey Departnent of Environnental Protection (NJDEP) stated that the State
of New Jersey agrees with EPA's preferred renedial alternative. However, because the contamni nation renaining
on the site (after renediation) poses a risk greater than one in a mllion, NIDEP requires an environnental

| and-use restriction for the site. |In addition, he stated that the NJDEP and EPA will try to resolve this

i ssue before EPA signs the Record of Deci sion.

EPA Response: EPA acknow edges NJDEF' s position relative to the need for a | and-use restriction, and
expl ai ned that the two agenci es would work together to address this concern.

H D sposal of Excavated Soil

1. A resident of Edison Townshi p asked where the excavated soils woul d be disposed, and if treatment would
be required prior to disposal.

EPA Response: EPA has not yet determ ned where the excavated surface soil will be disposed. Tests will be
perforned to determine if the surface soil is a hazardous waste and if treatment will be required prior to
disposal. If the test results indicate that the surface soil requires treatnment, it is likely that the
receiving facility will select the nethod of treatnent at that tine.

I'V. RESPONSE TO WRI TTEN COMMENTS

During the public comrent period, EPA received correspondence fromthe foll ow ng:

1 WIliamHyatt, Esq., of Pitney, Hardin, Kipp & Szuch,
on behal f of a group of the PRPs

John O Gunn, MS., Drector of Health and Human
Resour ces, Edi son Townshi p Departnment of Health

Witten questions and comments received during the public comrent period are grouped into the follow ng
cat egori es:

A Renedi ati on of Subsurface Soils

B. Renedi ati on of G ound Vater

C Renedi ation of MII| Brook Surface Water and Sedinments

D. Rernedi ation of Surface Soils and EPA's Ri sk Assessment Process

E. Envi ronment al Land- Use Restriction

F. Repl acement of the Perinmeter Fence

G Future Site Use

H. M scel | aneous

Each question or comment is followed by EPA s response, as necessary.



A.  Renedi ation of Subsurface Soils

1. Avrepresentative of a group of PRPs commented that the PRPs agree with EPA s concl usion that subsurface
soils at the site do not pose an unacceptable risk to human health and, further, that the risk due to
exposure to subsurface soils under a future excavati on-worker scenario was cal cul ated utilizing overly
conservative assunptions. The representative of the PRPs stated that the PRPs support

EPA' s selection of a renmedy that does not require renediation of subsurface soils.

EPA Response: EPA agr ees.

B. Renediation of G ound Water

1. Avrepresentative of a group of the PRPs commented that the PRPs agree with EPA's concl usion that exposure
to contam nated ground water at the site is highly unlikely and supports EPA' s selection of a renedy that
does not require remedi ation of the ground water.

EPA Response: EPA agrees.

2. An Edison Township health official comrented that ground water contami nation at the site is of no concern
because no one presently uses, or is expected to use the shall ow ground water as a potable water supply. In
addition, his letter stated that Edi son Township planned to maintain internal institutional controls to
ensure that no potable wells are installed on or near the site in the future.

EPA Response: EPA agrees.
C. Renediation of MII Brook Surface Water and Sedi ments

1. Avrepresentative of a group of the PPs commented that the PRPs agree with EPA s concl usi on that exposure
to MII Brook surface water and sedi nents does not pose a risk to hunan health or the environnent and
supports EPA's selection of a renedy that does not require renediati on of the surface water and sedi nents.

EPA Response: EPA agrees.
D. Renediation of Surface Soils

1. Avrepresentative of a group of the PRPs commented that the PRPs do not agree that the surface soils
warrant renedi ation. The commentor states that because the risk posed by surface soils is within EPA' s
acceptabl e risk range, and in accordance with the NCP Section 300.430(e) and CSWER Directive 9355.0-30, Role
of Baseline R sk Assessnent in Superfund Renedy Sel ection, renedial action is not warranted. In addition, he
states that EPA's site-specific renedial objective for surface soil is unsupported by the risk assessnent and
that there is no reasonable basis for EPA to require remedi ation of surface soils.

EPA Response: EPA's Risk Assessment Report (TRC, May 1983), evaluated the potential risk of exposure to
contami nated surface soils under an adjacent-resident, future-use scenario. The risk was determined to be 8
x 10-5, which is within the range where EPA has the discretion to take renmedial action. According to CSBVER
Directive 9355.0-30, Role of Baseline Ri sk Assessnent in Superfund Renmedy Selection (April 22, 1991), "EPA
nmay determine that risks below 1 x 10-4 are not sufficiently protective, and therefore, warrant renedi a
action."

In addition, future use of the site is a significant factor. As the site is currently zoned for
light-industrial use, it will at |east be used for commercial purposes. However, based on the proximty to
residential properties, the site may be devel oped for recreati onal use for area residents, which wuld likely

result in frequent exposure to the nost sensitive human receptors -- children. Such exposure to children
m ght occur at a greater frequency and duration than that estinmated under the "adjacent resident" scenario
evaluated in the risk assessment, and therefore, could result in a higher carcinogenic risk. |In addition,

EPA estinmated the risk posed by direct contact with surface soils under a residential scenario to be 2.2 x
10-4, which is at the upper bounds of EPA' s acceptable risk range. Therefore, EPA has determ ned that



remedi ation of the surface soils is required to prevent contact with contam nated surface soils and protect
human heal th

The NCP, Section 300.430(e), requires EPA to establish remedial action objectives, which are specific goals
to protect human health and the environment, for every site. In accordance with the NCP, EPA has determ ned
that the renedial action objective for the site is to prevent direct contact with, and ingestion of

cont am nated surface soil.

2.  An Edison Township health official comented that he agrees that the PAH contam nated surface soils pose
an unacceptable risk to residents that may cone in contact with the soils, and thus, agrees with EPA s
decision to renediate the surface soils

EPA Response: EPA agrees.
E. Environnmental Land-Use Restriction

1. Avrepresentative of a group of the PRPs cormented that the PRPs object to EPA's rejection of a use
restriction as renedial technology for soil. The comentor further requested that EPA consider a detailed
anal ysis of a renedy consisting of a capping technology in conjunction with access restrictions and a

I and-use restriction to prevent future excavation of (and exposure to) subsurface soils

EPA Response: EPA has rejected |and-use restrictions for the site as the sole remedy, and believes that
including such restrictions as part of the capping alternatives would not significantly inpact the results of
the detail ed anal yses of the renedial alternatives.

Section 300.430 (a)(1)(iii)(D) of the NCP states that institutional controls (including access and | and-use
restrictions) should not be relied upon as the sole renedy: "The use of institutional controls shall not
substitute for active response neasure (e.g., treatnent and/or contai nnent of source material, restoration of
ground waters to their beneficial uses) as the sole renedy unl ess such active neasures are determned not to
be practicabl e, based on the bal ancing of trade-offs anong alternatives that is conducted during sel ection of
the remedy."” EPA has determ ned that active response neasures are practicable for this site. Therefore, a

| and-use restriction would not be appropriate as a stand-al one renedial alternative.

EPA has eval uated the inclusion of a |and-use restriction under the two capping alternatives (Alternatives 2
and 3). Based on this evaluation, EPA has determined that including a | and-use restriction with Alternatives
2 and 3 to prevent excavation of subsurface soils would not enhance the overall protectiveness of hunan

heal th and the environment or the long-termeffectiveness of Alternatives 2 and 3 when conpared to the
selected renedy (Alternative 4). Since the primary risk associated with the site is direct contact with
contami nated surface soils, Alternative 4 renains the nost protective, as it conpletely elininates the
potential for exposure to these surface soils. Because the contam nated surface soils would remain on the
site under Alternative 2 and 3, protectiveness would only be assured if the cap was properly maintained. The
addition of a land-use restriction to prevent excavation of subsurface soils would not increase the
protectiveness of Alternatives 2 and 3, since the potential for exposure to contami nated surface soils due to
possi bl e breaches in the cap would still exist.

In addition, even with the inclusion of a |land-use restriction, both Alternatives 2 and 3 would still rely
heavily on | ong term mai nt enance and nonitoring activities, as opposed to the Alternative 4, which does not
requi re mai ntenance to be effective over the long term

Section 121 of CERCLA requires that EPA select renedies which utilize "permanent solutions and alternative
treatnent technol ogi es or resource recovery technol ogies to the maxi mumextent practicable.” Aternative 4
is the nost permanent solution as it involves conplete renoval of the contam nation of concern, and as stated
above, does not rely on long-termnaintenance. Including a |and-use restriction as a conponent of
Alternative 2 and 3 woul d not enhance their pernanence at all -- both alternatives would still rely on

l ong-termcontainnment as the primary technol ogy to address site contam nation

As noted in EPA's Proposed Plan, Alternative 4 also provides a greater degree of flexibility for future use



of the site. Because Alternatives 2 and 3 depend on nmi ntenance of the cap to be protective, future use of
the site would likely be limted. The addition of a |and-use restriction would not affect this dependence on
mai nt enance; therefore, Alternative 4 would still be nost likely to accommodate future use of the site

Consequent |y, EPA has concluded that even if a |l and-use restriction were included under Alternatives 2 and 3,
Alternative 4 would be the nost protective of hunman health and the environment and woul d provi de the greatest
degree of long termeffectiveness and permanence

2.  An Edison Township health official comented that subsurface soil contamnation is not likely to pose a
risk unl ess disturbed, and recomended that a deed restriction be placed on the site. H s letter stated that
he is aware that neither EPA nor NJDEP has the authority to inpose | and-use restrictions at this tinme, but
recommended that EPA work towards a way to inpose such restrictions. In addition, his letter stated that

Edi son Townshi p Department of Health and Human Resources woul d advise |ocal |and-use regulators of site
conditions to the best of their ability.

EPA Response: EPA will work with NJDEP, the site owner, and responsible parties to address this concern
F. Replacenment of the Perineter Fence

1. Avrepresentative of a group of the PRPs commented that EPA has no basis for requiring the repl acement of
the perinmeter fence under Alternative 4 as this alternative involves the renoval of contam nated surface soi
and replacement with clean fill. The comrentor states that the PRPs object to EPA's explanation that the
repl acenent of the fence will prevent unauthorized use of the site by the site owner. Rather, the PRPs
believe that this requirenent only serves EPA's interest in avoiding potential administrative inconveniences.

EPA Response: Since all contamnation of concern will be renoved fromthe site, EPA does not believe that
the sel ected remedy nust include | ong-term mai ntenance of the fence. Al though EPA does not anticipate that
the existing fence will need to be renoved during excavation and backfilling activities, if sections do need
to be renoved, EPA will request that the contractor reinstall the existing fence, based on concern expressed
by | ocal officials.

G Future Site Use

1. Avrepresentative of a group of the PRPs commented that Alternative 2 is nore likely to conformto future
use because the site is zoned for light-industrial use and future residential use is unlikely.

EPA Response: EPA disagrees that Alternative 2 is nmore likely to conformto future use. Under Aternative
2, the cap and the perineter fence nust be naintained — essentially forever -- in order to ensure its
protectiveness by preventing exposure to contam nated surface soils. Due to the requirement for long term
mai nt enance of the site cap, which includes periodic repairs and replacenent, it is unlikely that the site
woul d conformto any future use at all, including a |light-industrial or commercial use

M M scel | aneous

1. Avrepresentative of a group of the PRPs cormented that the first sentence of Section 1.9.2.5 of the Phase
Il FS report should be del eted and replaced with wording to clarify that the findings of both the Renedial
Investigation (RI) and Phase Il FS field investigation indicate that the site has not contributed volatile
organi ¢ conmpounds (VQOCs) or sem - volatile organic conpounds (SVOCs) to the surface waters of MI| Brook

EPA Response: The first sentence of Section 1.9.2.5 of the Phase Il FS report has been revised to read: "No
VOCs or SVOCs were detected in M1l Brook surface waters.” But, because VOCs and SVOCs were detected during
the R, EPA cannot state that the Renora site has not contributed VOC and SVOC contami nation to MI | Brook.
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Joyce Har ney

USEPA Regi on |

26 Federal Plaza - Room 747
New Yor k, NY 10278

Renora Public Comments

Re: Renora Superfund Site, Edison, New Jersey
Dear Ms. Harney:

On behal f of the Renora RDYRA Trust, enclosed are comments on the final Phase Il Feasibility Study ("FSII")
and the Proposed Plan for the Renora Site. Also included are the Trust's responses to Raynond Basso's July
18, 1994, letter to Henry Al exander of BCM Engineers, Inc

1. The Renora RDY RA Trust supports EPA s conclusion that subsurface soils do not pose an unacceptable risk
In cal cul ati ng a non-carci nogeni ¢ hazard i ndex of 10, and a carcinogenic risk of 2 x 10-5, fromdirect
exposure to subsurface arsenic, the R sk Assessment report prepared by TRC Environnental Corporation in My
1993 used overly conservative exposure factors. First, the risk assessnment used the naxi mum arsenic
concentration of 721 ppm detected in one sanple 8-10 feet bel ow the surface, instead of the average
concentration of 71 ppmcalculated fromthe ten subsurface sanpl es anal yzed. Second, the risk assessnent
assuned that an excavati on worker would be exposed to the maxi num concentrati on of 721 ppmfor five days per
week for three nonths, for a total of 65 days. This duration is highly unlikely for any excavation project at
the one-acre Renora Site, particularly for a single worker. Third, the risk assessnent assunes a soi
ingestion rate of 480 ng/day, which does not account for the use of heavy equi pment or personal protective
equi pnent during the course of the excavation. |In other words, the risk presented by subsurface soil is
based on a single individual working five days per week for thirteen weeks in direct contact with the naxi mum
arseni c concentration neasured at the Site, without even a dust mask on. This "scenario is unrealistic and,
therefore, EPA was correct to "select a renedy that does not address subsurface soil



PI TNEY, HARDIN, KIPP & SZUCH
August 15, 1994

2. The Renora RDY RA Trust supports EPA' s conclusion that shall ow groundwater at the site is unlikely to be
used for human consunption and therefore does not require renmediation. As noted by EPA, the highest rik

| evel s associated with shallow groundwater result fromarsenic levels in unfiltered sanples, which are not
representative of potential drinking water. Furthernore, as noted by EPA |ocal residents are connected to
the nunicipal water supply. There are no potable wells drawing water fromthe shall ow aquifer near the site,
and no potable wells will be installed given the poor productivity of the shallow aquifer. Finally, the

shal  ow aqui fer is not connected to and does not recharge the deeper aquifers in the area, nor does it have
an effect on MII Brook. Thus, there are no pat hways of exposure to shall ow groundwat er and EPA was correct
to select a renedy that does not require groundwater remediation

3. The Renora RD/RA Trust supports EPA s conclusion that surface water and sedi ment do not require

renmedi ation. As shown by sanples collected at and adjacent to the site, concentrations of conpounds in
surface water are within applicable limts or are at background levels, indicating that the site is not
contributing contam nation to surface water. Simlarly, in sedinent, the concentration of all compounds,
with the exception of PAHs, are essentially at background levels, and the R sk Assessnent shows that the PAHs
in sedinent do not present a significant risk under conservative exposure scenarios. EPA s decision not to
remedi ate surface water and sediment is sound

4. The Renora RD/RA Trust disagrees that surface soil warrants remedi ation. Based on the TRC Ri sk
Assessnment Report for the Renora Site (May 1993), the FSII Report states that the carcinogenic risk posed by
contami nated surface soil on the site is "within EPA's acceptable risk range." FSIl Report 8§ 1.11; Proposed

Plan p.5. Therefore, in accordance with the NCP section 300.430(e) and OSWER Directive 9255.0-30, Role of
Basel i ne Ri sk Assessnent in Superfund Remedy Sel ection Decisions (April 22, 1991), renedial action is not
warranted. EPA's site-specific remedial objective for surface soil is therefore unsupported by the Ri sk
Assessnent .

Furthernore, it should be noted that contrary to M. Basso's July 18 letter, the TRC Ri sk Assessnent Report

al ready considered land use in the vicinity of the Renora Site in calculating the risk posed by surface
soils. For surface soil exposure to youth trespassers, TRC assuned trespassing activity "was to occur over a
period of 10 years" and that "exposure to contam nated surface soils and sedi nents was assuned to occur
frequently, especially during sumrer nmonths (total of 117 days per year.) Dermal contact scenarios assuned
exposed areas of arms, hands, and legs." TRC Ri sk Assessment Report, p.4-14. For surface soil exposure to
adj acent residents in the future, TRC assuned residents woul d "be exposed to site soils, sedinents, and
surface water for a total period of 30 years, 6 years as a child and 24 years as an adult (EPA, 1991a).
Children were assumed to frequent the site 143 days per year while adults visited 78 days per year." TRC Ri sk
Assessnent Report, p.4-14. Thus, using EPA's own exposure nodels, TRC considered |land use in the vicinity of
the site in calculating the potential risk posed by surface soils. That risk is within EPA's acceptable risk
range, and therefore there is no reasonable basis for EPA to require renediation of surface soils.

5. The Renora RDYRA Trust objects to EPA's rejection of a use restriction as a renedial technol ogy for
soil. FSIl Report 8 2.2.4.2. The site owners have informed the Trust they would be willing, under certain
circunstances, to allow a use restriction to be placed upon their title to the site, and the Trust conveyed
this information to EPA during a Decenber 10, 1993, tel ephone conference call and in a May 20, 1994, letter
to EPA. This technol ogy therefore cannot be considered "not inplenmentable, n and shoul d be retained for
integration into remedial alternatives devel oped by the FSI| Report.

Al t hough neither EPA nor the State have unilateral authority to obtain a land use restriction, as M. Basso
pointed out in his July 18 letter, both EPA and the State have authority to issue such orders as nay be
necessary to protect public health. See e.g., CERCLA § 106(a); New Jersey Spill Act § 58:10-23.11f(a)(1).
Both the FSII and the Proposed Plan fail to consider renedial alternatives in which EPA or the State could
invoke that authority to order the site owner to inmpose a land use restriction on the title to the property.
Furthernore, pursuant to the New Jersey Industrial Site Recovery Act, the NIDEP has devel oped a node

"Decl aration of Environnental Restrictions” designed to control a |land use restriction in the future.
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6. The detail ed anal ysis of alternatives should consider, to the extent possible, state acceptance as one
of the nine criteria for evaluation under NCP § 300.430(e)(9). FSII Report 8§ 4.1; Proposed Plan p. 12.

Al though the FSII Report and the Proposed Plan provide that state acceptance will be addressed follow ng
revi ew of comments received on the FSII Report and the Proposed Plan, by letter dated January 11, 1994, the
State notified EPA that it does not concur with EPA's site-specific renmedial action objective for the site,
and the Trust reiterated this concern inits May 20 letter. To the extent that EPA is already aware of the
State's lack of concurrence, this infornation should be considered in the detail ed analysis of alternatives.

7. The FSI|1 Report and the Proposed Pl an shoul d devel op and provide a detailed anal ysis of a remedy
consi sting of a capping technology in conjunction with access restrictions and a use restriction to prevent
future excavation of subsurface soil. The detailed analysis for this alternative, as for all the

alternatives evaluated, should include to the extent possible the criterion of state acceptance as required
by NCP section 300.40(e)(9)(iii)(H.

8. There is no basis for requiring the replacement of the perineter chain link fence in Alternative 4.
FSI'l Report § 3.1.4; Proposed Plan p. 8. Gven that Alternative 4 involves the renoval of surface soil and
replacenent with certified clean, fill there is no reason to require replacement of the fence.

Furthernore, the Renora RDYRA Trust objects to EPA's requirement for a perineter fence for the purpose of
making it less difficult for EPA to keep M. denenti fromusing the site for unauthorized purposes, as noted
in M. Basso's July 18 letter. Preventing M. denenti fromstoring autonobiles on the site after the renmedy
is conplete does not advance the renedial action objective of protecting human health and the environnent.
Rat her, this requirement only serves EPA's interest in avoiding potential admnistrative inconveni ences. EPA
has other tools, such as the ability to obtain an injunction or issue an adnministrative order, to prevent
unaut hori zed use of the site prior to delisting fromthe NPL.

9. The first sentence of section 1.9.2.5 of the FSII Report should be deleted and replaced with wording to
clarify that the findings of both the Renedial Investigation and the 1992 Field Investigation indicate that
the site has not contributed VOCs or SVOCs to the surface waters of MI| Brook.

10. The FSI|I Report and the Proposed Plan should state that of the two capping alternatives, Alternative 2
is nmore likely to conformto future site use given that the site is zoned for light-industrial use and that
future residential use is unlikely. FSIl Report § 4.3; Proposed Plan pp. 10-11. Routine mai ntenance of
either type of cap is easily inplenented and would insure that a capping alternative would conformto future
I and use.

Very truly yours,
WIlliamH Hyatt, Jr.
Trustee, Renora RD RA Trust

cc: WIIliam Tucker, Esq., USEPA O'fice of Regional Counsel
Christina Purcell, NJDEP, Bureau of Federal Case Managemnent



DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUVAN RESOURCES EDI SON

NEW JERSEY
ADM NI STRATI VE OFFI CES: 100 MUNI CI PAL BOULEVARD, JOHN O GRUN, M S.
EDI SON, N. J. 08817-3353 Director

MEDI CAL FACILITY: Dr. WLLIAM TOTH MEMORI AL HEALTH CENTER
80 IDLE WLD ROAD, EDI SON, NEW JERSEY 08817-3353

908- 248- 7270
FAX 908- 248- 0494
July 23, 1994
Ms. Joyce Harney
U S. Environmental Protection Agency
26 Federal Plaza - Room 747
New York, N.Y. 10278

Dear Ms. Harney:

Renora, |nc.
83 South Main Street
Edi son, New Jersey

I have reviewed the Phase Il FS and the proposed remedy for the Renora site. It was unfortunate that the
bi orenedi ati on was unscucessful in treating the PAH contami nated soil, therefore, surface soil on site stil
poses unacceptable risks to residents that court come in contact with it.

The ground water contanmination at this site is not critical - no one uses or can realistically be expected to
use this shallow aquifer for drinking purposes. This office will maintain internal institutional controls to
see that no potable well permt is ever issues on (or near) this site

Contani nation of the deeper soils is not likely to pose a risk unless disturbed. Ideally, a deed restriction
woul d solve this problem However, as per our research and prior discussions this options does not currently
exi st, unless inposed by the owner. Therefore, either the contam nati on nust be cl eaned or sone type of
institutional controls nust be inplenented. This office will continue to keep the

docunentation on file pernmanently and advi se local |and uses regulators of the conditions, as best we can

I woul d urge the agency to push for institutional controls (new |laws) to allow EPA to inpose deed
restrictions or in the alternative to create a registry of sites that could pose a danger to workers and
others. This could be done as part of the "call before you dig" type 800 # s sinilar to proposed regul ati ons
recently discussed for gas pipelines.

One other issue that was not discussed, requires a fence to continue around the site until the matter of
liens are settled regardl ess of the clean-up undertaken. If you do not keep the fence in place, unauthorized
use of the property is al nost assured

In closing, | agree with the choice of alternative #4, which not only protects public health and the
environnent, it elimnates nost future costs and it could rel ease the property to productive commrercial uses
in the near future



Pl ease call, if there are any questions.

Very truly yours,

John O Gun, MS.
Director of Health and
JOG jhd

Human Resour ces
cc: Hon. G A Spadoro, Myor
Hon. Counci | menbers
Heal th Advi sory Committee
Pl anni ng Board
Zoni ng Board
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STATE CONCURRENCE LETTER

State of New Jersey

Christine Todd Wit nman Department of Environment Protection Robert C. Shinn, Jr.
Cover nor Conmmi ssi oner
SEP 30 1994

WIlliamJ. Mszynki, Deputy Regional Adm nistrator
United States Environmental Protection Agency

Regi on |1

26 Federal Pl aza

New York, NY 10278

Dear M. Miszynski:
Re: Renora Superfund Site

Edi son Townshi p, M ddl esex County
Record of Decision

The New Jersey Departnent of Environmental Protection (DEP) has reviewed the Record of Decision and
Responsi veness Sunmary prepared by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) for the Renora
Superfund Site, Edison Township, M ddlesex County,

The DEP concurs with the selected renedy, Alternative #4, provided that institutional controls are
established for the site.

The Record of Decision docunments the selection of Alternative #4 consisting of excavation and off-site

di sposal of the top two feet of contam nated surface soil and debris at an approved landfill, and backfilling
the site with certified clean fill.

New Jer sey appreciates the opportunity to participate in this decision naking process, however, if
institutional controls are not established, the DEP cannot concur with the selects remedy for the Renora
site.

The DEP | ooks forward to future cooperation with USEPA

Si ncerely,

Richard J. Gnello
Assi st ant Conmi ssi oner

c: Mchael Hogan, Conmissioner's Ofice



RECORD OF DECI S| ON AMENDIVENT FACT SHEET

EPA REG ON | |
Site:

Site nane: Renora, Inc.

Site location: Edison Township, New Jersey
HRS score: 40.44

Listed on the NPL: Decenber 1982

EPA Site ID #: NID 070 281 175

Record of Deci sion:

Date signed: 9/94

Sel ected renedy: Renoval of top two feet of surface soil

Esti mated Construction Conpletion: 1997
Capital cost: $2,344,050 (in 1994 doll ars)

Annual O & Mcost: n/a

Present-worth cost: $2,812,860 (including 20% conti ngency)

Lead: EPA - Enforcenent
Primary Contact: Joyce Harney - (212) 264-6313
Secondary Contact: Janet Feldstein - (212) 264-

Main PRPs: Contact - WIliamHyatt, Esq., of Pitney,

Wast e:
Waste type: polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons

Waste origin: mxing/blending operation

Har di n,

Esti mated waste quantity: 5,500 tons of contam nated soil

Cont am nat ed nmedi um surface soil

Ki pp and Szuch



